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Bochum Publications in 
Evolutionary Cultural Semiotics 


EDITORIAL 

BPX is a senes of monographs oř collections of papers (also resulting from 
pertinent colloquia) that are published at irregular intervals. The series is 
designed to bring into focus the interaction of nátuře and culture. Particular 
emphasis will be given to the overall ideas of integration and focus. 
Communicative processes will be considered to be integrated parts of 
cosmogenesis, biogenesis, psychogenesis etc. The fundamental processes 
underlying all levels of evolution are assumed to be identical. Not unlike most 
other Sciences, evolutionary semiotics is considered to share in an ultimately 
unitary and indivisible reality. Its specificity is derived solely from its focus on a 
particular level of evolution: although seemingly obvious, the exact nátuře of this 
inevitable bias (human or proto-human predicament) continues to deserve 
concentrated attention. The prototypical structure for this is considered to be 
culture: a phenomenon whose trne integrative potentialities háve not yet been 
fully discovered or explored. For a semiotics thus conceived, structure and 
process are not different phases of reality and/or Sciences but rather mere faces of 
a unitary field. In the view of this series, then, any fruitful attempt at semiotic 
analysis will be based on premises of macro-integration - or evolution - and of 
micro-integration - or culture. 

While it is the ambitious goal of this series to encourage interdisciplinary 
work on the nátuře of culture as outlined above, BPX will háve to be content - 
especially in its initial stages - with more modest attempts at elucidating 
semiogenesis. In addition, most contributions will presumably be relatively 
specific, covering all possible areas of culture or proto-culture, with the desired 
unity or homogeneity - regarding aim and scope - largely confined to the 
background. 


Bochum, December 1984 


W. A. K. 
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INTRODUCTION 


I am writing this at a time when work on deep reconstruction of proto-languages 
(or, rather, proto-proto-languages) is rapidly progressing both in Russia and 
Czechoslovakia. As for the U.S., a substantial amount of broad comparisons of languages 
is produced here, which, unfortunately, is not always precise. Linguists who work in deep 
reconstruction benefit from American research since they can easily separate plausible data 
from implausible. But lack of precision contributes to a growing skepticism among most 
other linguists; this influences negatively both administrativě bodies (which provide 
research support) and potential young scholars. I see some improvement in recent long 
range comparisons but not much. It is a pity that almost no reconstructions of languages 
— parents of language families is being made in America (with the exception of Hokan 
reconstruction by T. Kaufman from Pittsburgh; the reconstruction of Uto-Aztecan does not 
progress any more). 

As for the broad comparisons in the East, the most promising seem to be those 
made by Sergei Starostin, Sergei Nikolaev, Oleg Mudrák, Ilya Peiros and Vaclav Blažek; 
but I would like to mention in passing that the comparison of Almosan-Keresiouan with 
Gilyak and Chukchi-Kamchatkan by Mudrák and Nikolaev seems to be weak in many 
points. I also find some weak points in the Nostratic-SinoCausasian-Austronesian- 
MonKhmer comparisons by Peiros. A short comparative list of Nostratic, Sino-Caucasian 
and Amerind compiled by Starostin for a popular article seems very precise; Starostin ušed 
Ruhleďs comparison between Nostratic and Amerind (published in our first collection, 
Reconstructing Languages and Cultures . Bochum 1989; the above mentioned comparison 
by Mudrák and Nikolaev, as well as Starostnťs Nostratic-SinoCaucasian comparison are 
present in our second collection: Exnlorations in Language Macrofamilies . ibid.). I would 
like to cite a few sets from Starostnťs tri-language comparison; notě that Amerind 
reconstructions, though preliminary, are strongly supported by Amerind languages, 
including archaic ones: 

1. 'This, thať: Ns [=Nostratic] *t'a;SC [=Sino-Caucasian] *tV; Am[erind] *ta, 

*ti; 

2. 'Whať: Ns *mi; SC *mi; Am *mi -n; 

3. Meať: Ns *Ho-msa (*s from *c in a cluster?); SC *j V-mcV; Am *maci; 

4. Man': Ns *manV; SC *mVn-xV; Am "ma/eno; 

5. 'Woman': Ns *kuni (*kuni); SC *qwenV; Am *kuan (maybe *kurvi); 
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6. Water, drink': Ns ^ek 'u (rather *' r eq 'u or *' r aq'u); SC * 7 V-qV; Am 
* 7 aq'uua, * 7 ok'uia (asforSC,itmightbe * 7 V-qwV; see below). 

* * * 

I would like to discuss here a bit of recent comparative work where additional data 
háve provided a possibility to drastically change a genetic classification. In my preface to 
our previous volume ( Explorations in Language Macrofamilies t I compared Salishan 
languages with Nostratic, and I got some correspondences which, apparently, will hold. 
But as soon as I started to compare Salishan with Sino-Caucasian, I saw that practically all 
stablest roots (pronouns T, 'thou'; numerals 'two', 'three'; terms for body parts, etc.) 
show clear matching between Salishan and Sino-Caucasian (mostly between Salishan and 
North-Caucasian). This kind of relationship is much closer than that between Salishan and 
Nostratic. Here are some examples: 

7. T: Sa[lish] *s (as in Sq[uamish] 7 an-s), *ca (MC [=Moses Columbian] 

7 i n-cá, etc.): SC: NC [=North-Caucasian] *zo, Yn [=Yeniseian] * 7 a 3 ; 

8. T: Sa *na or the like : NEC *nV; 

9. 'Thou': Sa *uj[ i ] (as inMC 7 i n-un, etc.) : SC: NC *uio, Yn * 7 uuu; 

10. 'Thou': Sa: Sq 7 ax UJ : SC * 7 Vy, *yu etc.; 

11. 'Two': Sa: MC t-q'áw's (t- is a prefix, accordingto Salishanists): SC 
* t 1 - 7 q' u£ (same in NC; Ns * tu 7 V seems to fit both prefixes); 

12. 'Three': Sa *4ixW : SC: NC *XH[S]j 

13. 'Heaď: Sa *caq, *o'aq' : SC: Yn *cigV; 

14. 'Threaď: Sa *x UJ um- : SC: NEC *guiVm-gLuV; 9 is a voiced uvular stop; 

15. 'Hom': Sa: MC qax-mín : SC *quiVrHV (> NC *quiárHV, *qujaHV); Ns 
*kErV 'hom' is not as close to SC as Salish. There are several precise sets, showing Sa 
*x <• *rH and *r; 

16. 'Hearť: Sa *X'ak ul (as in Se[chelt] s-X 'ak u, -i nas): SC: Nc *j ě-rěk 'ují 
> Cez *rok IUJ a etc.); 

17. 'Hanď: Sa: Se +ál -at 'hold in hands': SC: NC *Ho-X ’o 1 ě, - Nikolaev 
compares this to Eyak-Athapascan (a SC language) *la ? 'hanď; cf., in Sa, Se 1 áx-an 
'hanď; 

18. 'Arm': Sa: Sq nax-, ni x- : SC: NC *nÍ 9 HujV (for phonetics, cf.14); 

19. 'Hanď: Sa: MC kál x (cf. MC ká+x 'give') : SC: NEC *kuiil 7V; 
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20. 'Palm': Sa *paq : Sc: NEC *p'weHq'wV, Yn *boq; 

21. 'Fooť: Sa: MC -ap (cf. Coer ďAlene - i p 'bottom') : SC: NC * yěpV; 

22. 'Eye': Sa *qá 1 : Sc: Na Dene * 1 -quh+ (after Ruhlen); 

23. 'Eyebrow': Sa *cum (as in Sq cúm-n, Se ca-cum-an) : SC: NC *Hě- 
c 'wemV; 

24. 'Bone': Sa: MC s-c'ám', Cowichan s-qam 7 : SC: NEC *Hc'ujjijmě/o 
'leg-bone' ( > proto-Lezgin *c ‘“am- 'shin-bone' > Lezgin c 'um, Tsakh c'om); 

25. 'Arm': Sa: Kalispel -čuui- etc. : SC: NEC * 7 a-čiuV, ST *[S]ouu 'také'; 

26. 'Pus': MC ná 7 q 1 'rotten fooď : SC: NEC *neuuq'u, ST nok etc. 

This list can be continued very easily; a close relationship between Salishan and Sino- 
Caucasian languages seems quite obvious. This means that Salishan — apparently along 
with Wakashan, Algic and other Almosan-Keresiouan languages — belongs to the Sino- 
Caucasian languages (=Dene-Caucasian) phylum. Nikolaev has demonstrated that the Na 
Dene (Athapascan) languages belong to this phylum as well (but they seem to be less 
archaic than Salishan — and Wakashan). So we háve to "withdraw" the Almosan- 
Keresiouan phylum from Amerind and "add" it to Sino-Caucasian (or Dene-Caucasian; this 
latter term seems better). Nikolaev has come, as early as 1980, to the idea about Sino- 
Caucasian character of Algonquian (or, broader, Algic languages) but he did not provide 
enough evidence: I think this was due to the fact that, in Algonquian, whole series of 
consonants merged in just a few consonants (for instance, *k, *q, *g, *g, *x, *x and 
some others merged into one, námely *k), — so it is difficult to make successful 
comparisons between Algonquian and other languages, especially as rich in consonants 
(and archaic) as, say, NEC and Sa. Nevertheless, in my notes of this period I labeled 
Algonquian, Salishan and Wakashan languages as "Sino-Caucasian" (which was, partly, 
influenced by the fact that the pronouns of the l st and 2 n d person in these languages were 
defmitely non Amerind, but, rather, Sino-Caucasian; they were not Nostratic either). 

If we consider Salishan (and other Almosan-Keresiouan languages) as Sino- 
Caucasian, we will be able to make Sino-Caucasian reconstruction more precise in some 
points (námely, where Salish preserves archaism when compared with existent SC 
reconstructions). 

I am going to cite a few sets which indicate that the reconstruction of SC roots may 
be corrected in some points: 

27. Starostin's SC *-p/bVHV 'heat, bum' (based on ST *p/bu-, *bhu- and Yn 
*pV-, * 7 a-pV-) may be changed to *p'/pi x^-, according to Sa *p'i x: 1 "; since SC 
*p 1 is an extremely rare consonant, SC *p '/p— fits better, — indeed, this latter 
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reconstruction corresponds to ST *b, *bh and Yn *p. Indirectly, ahigh archaism of Sa 
root is corroborated byNs*p'iywV (where *y is an uvular fricative). 

28. Starostnťs *qwVlV 'die,kill'isbasedonNC * 7 i-lquuV andYn *qo-, *- 
VqV-; both NC and Ynallow the reconstruction of SC *q' as well; Sa *q lu, ul 7 'die, 
kill', combined with ST and Yn data, may leadus to a reconstruction SC *q 'ujV 1 HV (cf. 
also Ns *q'o (H) 1 V id.). 

29. Starostin's comparison of Ns * lap' V 'to cover' with ST * 1 up seems correct; 
SC might háve had *X' - and *-p - , as well as other consonants in the root. Sa *X ‘ap 
'cover' (as in Sq X'ap 'cover, clothing') allows a reconstruction SC *X’VpV 'coveť; cf. 
Afro-As. [ *c' VpV ] 'bark, shell’ (in West Chadic: O. Štolbova). 

30. Starostin reconstructs SC *-qV 'fluid, drink' (NC * 7 V-qV, ST *Ku, Yn: Ar. 
-ag-); Sa has * (-) q^u 'drink, water' (cf. Se). It seems possible to reconstruct SC *- 
quuV (Ns *' ; ’aq'u is possible). 

The vowel - i - in Sa word for 'muddy' (Sq tf q* u ) makes it possible to reconstruct 
*-i - in the appropriate SC root (Starostin has *dVQV 'clay'). This confirms, indirectly, 
the reconstruction *-q- (and not *-k-) in Ns *di qV 'earth, clay'. 

Starostin's comparison of Ns *t‘al V 'young (of animals)' with NC *X ' a 1 ha 
'lamb' seems to me not substantiated enough; Sa has a word in * ť - with the same 
meaning as Ns; as the NC word is concemed, it seems to be onomatopoeic. (On the other 
hand, Starostúťs comparison ofNs * t ť ] a j 1 V 'stone' with NC * X 1 a + V might be 
correct, though I am not sure that the NC is more archaic then Ns in this čase; NC 
glottalized lateral might originate from * t' j - or the like: cf. Altaic * t c i a 1 -; there are no 
more sets with Ns * t' - versus SC *X' -). 

There are many Sa-Ns sets for which the SC does not show any cognates (at least, 
it seems so), cf. e.g. Sa "k^CaJy 7 'dawn' (Se k^f y): Ns *goHj V id.; Sa *k ,UJ i y 7 
'quieť: Ns * K' o j (H)V 'lie, rest'; Sa *X' ak 1 'pierce' : Ns *3uk ' V id.; Sa * t' a 1 7 
'wolf : Ns * t ' u [ 1 y ] V 'jackal', Altaic *t c ulkE 'wolf, etc. Such correspondence 
should be considered not as Am:Ns, but as SC:Ns sets (I am sure, SC languages of 
Eurasia preserved respective roots as well). 

In many cases, Sa fits almost exactly the reconstructed SC roots which underlines a 
very high archaism of Salish: Sa *c'am 7 'suck' (as inMC c'3m'-am) : SC *£wVmV 
'chew, hold in mouth' (*-H- seems to lack in the SC reconstruction; cf. also Ns *č' V 7 mV 
'eať); Sa *q'am 'swallow' (as in Sq, Shuswap): SC *q’VmV ’eat, hold in mouth’; Sa 


11 



*+uk iai (as in Coer ďAlene), *Tk ,UJ u- (as in Kalispel) 'recall, remembeť : SC *- 
1 Vk'uuV 'recite' (cf. in Ns *TokV 'collect, counť) etc. In some other cases, Sa is 
closer to SC daughter languages. 

I hope the above data show the possibilities to make some points of SC 
reconstruction more precise, and to demonstrate that both SC and Ns are even closer 
phonetically than it was stated in Starosthťs pioneering work. 

* * * 

This volume contains papers on language and appropriate culture as shown through 
language, on the one hand, and on language comparisons, on the other hand. There is a 
considerable amount of Indo-European and Afro-Asiatic data, as well as materials from 
"Eastem" languages (Altaic, Austric) which are usually neglected in generál collections like 
ours. There is again a section on reconstructions which includes an alphabetic list of 
Nostratic roots (and their representations in main daughter languages) according to all three 
issues of Illich-Svitych's Nostratic Dictionarv (which is not finished yet). All this — in 
anticipation of a publication of the whole volume of Illich-Svitych's dictionary: there is a 
translation of this dictionary being made in the U.S., whereas in Russia a work on re- 
writing of the dictionary, with inclusion of new materiál, elimination of obsolete data 
(which are surprisingly few), etc., has been undertaken by Vladimír Orel and his 
colleagues. Unfortunately, a fiat refusal of a national American foundation to provide funds 
for the translation of Illich-Svitých's dictionary about a decade ago (a decision made on the 
basis of reviews of some so called experts, both ignorant and arrogant, which contradicted 
the opinion of the majority of reviewers) enormously hampered the comparative work in 
the West, — especially in America. (A recent discussion in the bulletin Mother Tonpue 
showed that many linguists who could strongly benefit from a translation of the Nostratic 
Dictionarv simply had no knowledge about the existence of Illich-S vitych's book). 

V.S. 

November 1989 
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LANGUAGE AND CULTURE 



ANCIENT EASTERN AND SOUTHEASTERN ASIA: 

COMPARATIVE-HISTORICAL DATA AND THEIRINTERPRETATIONS 
(PRELIMINARY REPORT) 

Ilya Peiros 

With the advent of two revolutionary scientific concepts, the macrofamily and the 
classification of ancient languages, we can now study in detail how linguistic and ethno- 
linguistical situations developed in ancient Asia. New linguistic data háve led to several 
hypotheses on the flow of these processes in the east of the continent. But we still háve a 
relatively smáli amount of knowledge of the Far Eastem languages, contemporary and 
ancient, compared to what the specialists of Near Eastem languages háve at their disposal. 
As a result of this marked disadvantage, our findings háve been less substantial. 

There are vety many languages in the region. According to the most modest estimates, 
there are around 800-850. The largest group (of ověř 600 languages) is the Austronesian 
family, followed by Sino-Tibetan (ověř 100 languages), Austroasiatic (70-80 languages) 
and Para-Thai (nearly 50 languages). 

The Sino-Tibetan languages are generally located to the north of the other families. 
They are divided into approximately 25 individual groups, no more than ten of which 
(including Chinese, Lolo-Burman, Gurung-Tibetan, Kuki-Chin, and Kachin) háve been 
studied in depth. Chinese plays an important role in the family: it is the oldest written 
language of the region, exerting a great influence on many neighboring languages. 

There is at this moment no established way to classify the Sino-Tibetan languages 
genetically; that is, it is impossible on the basis of reliably discovered innovations. Several 
alternativě schemes háve been suggested, each of which is highly problematic. S. 
Yakhontov proposed the following, which, being based on the available lexico-statistics, 
cannot be regarded as a proper genetic classification (Yakhontov MS; cf. Glover 1974): 

A. Chinese group: Chinese 

B. West Himalayan group: Kanauri and others 

C. Central group 

1. East Himalayan subgroup: Litbii-Rai language and others 

2. Nevaří 

3. Bodo-Baga-Kachin subgroup: Bodo-Garo, Naga, Lu, Kachin 

4. Tibetan-Burman subgroup 

a. Tibetan languages: Tibetan, Gurung, Kaike and others 

b. Tanguto-Burman languages: Tangut, Tsyan, Lolo-Burman 

c. Kuki-Chin languages: Lushei, Thankur, Mikir and others 

d. Abor-Miri languages 
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e. Kam 

f. Chepang 

g. Nung-Trung languages 

This scheme, giving a rather simplified picture, is not far from the empirical fmdings on 
how the Sino-Tibetan languages are related to one another, although Chinese could fit in as 
part of the centrál group instead of being itself one of the three fundamental groups of 
families. 

It seems that such a classification needs a separate division for the Sino-Tibetan 
languages of Nepal and India. West Himalayan languages do form one of the essential 
family groups; however, two of the Central group’s four subgroups (East Himalayan and 
Nevari) consist completely of languages from that region. Unfortunately, most of these 
languages háve been studied only very superficially. 

The comparative-historical study of Sino-Tibetan languages has been going on for a 
long time, but significant results háve only emerged in the past 20-25 years. R. Shafer 
(1966-1974) was the first to fully establish the structure, the minor groups, and the most 
generál rules linking the Sino-Tibetan languages. Thus, a great many Sino-Tibetan roots 
came to be discovered. P. Benedict (1972) ušed Shafeťs data to determine the family’s 
stmcture and to produce a more thorough comparison of these languages. And now, 
Sergei Starostin and I háve completed the first version of a comparative vocabulary of 
Sino-Tibetan. The comparative phonetics for this family is based on this work. Because 
all the Sino-Tibetan data that I will be referring to here are contained in this unpublished 
work, let us now consider it in detail for a moment. 

The vocabulary was constructed by compaiing the five Sino-Tibetan languages that had 
the most complete vocabularies: Chinese (in Starostnťs ancient Chinese reconstruction), 
Tibetan, Burmese, Lushei, and Kachin. We had to exclude the Himalayan languages from 
the comparison because they háve already evolved into higher speech. Therefore, one 
might suggest that the lexicon reflects not Common Sino-Tibetan, but something else (for 
example, East Sino-Tibetan). However, this has yet to be verified, so the following 
discussion will consider this possibility. 

In interpreting these comparisons, we had to collect materials from all three old-written 
languages of the Sino-Tibetan family and put each class of languages under a specific 
genus. We also had to také into account the well-known mass borrowings from Burmese 
into Kachin. And apparently, Tibetan had borrowed a number of words from Chinese. 
But at the same time, there had been no borrowings from Chinese to Lushei and none from 
Ancient Chinese to Kachin. And there were no borrowings between Lushei and Kachin, or 
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between Tibetan and Burmese. Thus, at least part of the comparisons would be free from 
mutual borrowings. 

We analyzed the cultural lexicon, because it was available in the Sino-Tibetan 
vocabulary. It has a rich terminology connected with different property relations; for 
example, "to buy", "to borrow", "to get paid back a loan”, "rich", "poor", "práce", and 
others. The root, "money, change" also reconstructs: *rajH: Tibetan dra "smáli copper 
coin", Burmese práh "smáli change", Lushei tai "to change (money)". It should be 
noted that the given meaning is secondary; but as long as one can compare the parent form, 
it is pointless to také other semantic items. The root is present in some synonyms for 
" war" (4-5 other roots), "to steal" (also 4—5 roots) and others. It is interesting that in the 
parent language there is no reconstruction of the root "slavě", but a word with this meaning 
exists in individual languages, derived from the originál word meaning "foreigner, 
representative from another people". 

There are many roots comprising a group of certain religious concepts. Up to this point 
some roots háve been identified, including "to conjure, to pray, altar, memoriál, sacrifice", 
some names of spirits, and "dragon". There are two roots available with the meanings 
"chiefr: *3sH and *tÓH; they appear to be a source of borrowing for the languages of 
many neighboring peoples. Close in meaning to them is the root *l) a "to direct (country, 
chariot)". 

There is another group of roots, all associated with transport, including two names for 
a cart, "to board a wagon (?)", and the word for a hamess. A notable exception that no 
word meaning "horše" could be reliably constructed in the parent language. 

A similar list of roots may be added, which would include the names of a variety of 
herbs and vegetables, livestock (wild and domestic), metals (bronze, silver, gold, and 
maybe iron: Čh[ia]k: Čhit "iron", Tibetan Ičags "iron", "lock", Burmese khajak 
"latch", "bolt", and many more terms like "lock" and "brick". Apparently, the people 
speaking Common Sino-Tibetan had a rich materiál and spirituál culture, in sharp contrast 
to the majority of their contemporaries and the later peoples of East Asia. 

Věry recently, an explanation of the deep genetic ties of the Sino-Tibetan languages has 
been worked out. Starostin demonstrated their relationship with northem Caucasian and 
Yeniseian families, and united these three families into a Sino-Caucasian macrofamily 
(1982). 1 The originál homeland of the Sino-Caucasian macrofamily was apparently in 

* In a páper at the Nostratic seminář in 1983, S. Nikolayev proposed such a hypothesis on how the Sino- 

Caucasian languages and the Na-Dene languages were related. But since Nikolayev draws from Sino- 

Tibetan materials in his work only sporadically, I will not discuss these problems here. 
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western Asia, possibly in Anatolia. After the macrofamily divided (probably in the 9th—8th 
millennium B.C.) the carriers of the Sino-Tibetan and Yeniseian parent languages began to 
migrate eastward. It is notable that the waves of migrants set out independently of each 
other. 

EventuaUy, the Sino-Tibetan languages made their way into Chinese territory. Whether 
this happened before the parent language broke up—oř even whether they were present in 
China at the time of the division—is another question, one to which there is still no answer. 
It is often assumed, without taking the Sino-Caucasian theory into account, that Common 
Sino-Tibetan broke up in China, possibly in Szechuan (Yakhontov 1977a). But if this is 
where it happened, then an uncertainty arises about the ancestors of those who introduced 
the Himalayan languages. What path could they háve taken as they migrated in? 
Movement through Hunan and further to the west along the eastem slopes of the Himalayas 
was extremely difficult, though just such a joumey brought the carriers, or theií immediate 
ancestors, of the Sino-Tibetan languages. 

The languages most removed ffom their ancestors (in other words, the languages that 
major classifications categorize separately fřom their earlier forms) seem to be the Western 
Himalayan languages. 

Assuming that the carriers of the Sino-Tibetan parent language set out fřom the west, it 
is possible to present yet another scenario, where the breakup of the parent language took 
plače considerably more to the west. This would mean that some ancient Sino-Tibetans 
went south into India, then on to the common path of migration through the Hindukush, 
and further along the Southern slopes of the Himalayas to the east, paralleling the 
movement of the northem group. Part of the peoples of this northem group then would 
háve begun to settle the Himalayas fřom the east. The differences of these two hypotheses 
deal only with the places of separation of the Himalayan languages, which is not dealt with 
in comparative-historical analysis. 

The breakup of the Sino-Tibetan parent language (according to the first hypothesis) or 
only the eastem Sino-Tibetan parent language (the second hypothesis) happened in Chinese 
territory, explaining the linguistic connections between Sino-Tibetan and Austronesian (see 
below). In any čase, no linguistic data points to Szechuan or any other specific plače 
where the parent language divided. 

The time when the Sino-Tibetan parent language split up is established only 
approximately. By lexico-statistical calculation one is able to arrive at the border of the 7th 
and 6th millennia B.C. Yakhontov names the 8th millennium, but this data produce too 
many discrepancies (1977). 


17 



Evidently, the area that is now China was colonized by the time the speakers of Sino- 
Tibetan languages appeared there. Apparently the native colonies partly spoke Austro-Thai 
and Austro-Asiatic languages. The Austro-Thai family, of which P. Benedict hypothesized 
the existence (1975), is composed of two language families: Austronesian and Para-Thai. 

The Austronesian family is, in all likelihood, the largest and one of the most studied 
language families in the world. Much work on individual languages and groups is being 
published, including a number of dictionaries and comparative-historical studies—and yet it 
is impossible to name a satisfactory study of the Austronesian family. There are some 
explanations for this, and it is not so much the lack of thorough studies on many of the 
Austronesian languages and language groups. More significant is the statě of the vast 
factual materiál on the separate languages. It is in every respect highly complicated. At the 
moment not many linguists study Austronesian as a whole; the majority of Austronesianists 
limit themselves to to the study of the individual language groups: West-Austronesian or 
Oceánie. The only uniting work remains the classic research of O. Dempwolff (1934- 
1938). 

For almost 50 years linguists háve been trying to define the complete phonetic systém 
for DempwolfFs reconstructed Austronesian parent language. There are usually two ways 
of going about this task: searching for new contrasts in the languages of Taiwan, and 
checking the existing reconstruction against materiál from individual West Austronesian 
languages. Ultimate success rests largely on putting these two types of investigations 
together. 

Several authors are in favor of making drastic changes in Proto-Austronesian’s 
phonetic systém to reflect certain Taiwanese languages. Most make a difference between 
*t and *C; some between *S and *q, and a host of other discrepancies that were allegedly 
conserved in Tsou-Rukai languages (for a survey of problematics see Dahl 1981 and 
others). However, after analyzing these Taiwanese languages in detail, I háve come to 
think that most of these contrasts are secondary: they do not reflect distinctions in the 
parent languages (Peiros 198-). Still to be explained are the differences between *n and 
*4, which could in fact point to two differing units within the Austronesian parent 
language. 

Although the common features of the phonetic systém of the parent language are pretty 
much well-known, it is impossible to consolidate anything similar for the lexicon. No one 
has reconstructed the Austronesian vocabulary in detail. Therefore, researchers háve to use 
Dempwolff s dictionary as the fundamental source from which they cite the data of all 11 
languages: 6 Western Austronesian and 5 East Oceánie. As an example of how unfit this 
list is in its distribution of the roots, it may be noted that according to the lexico-statistical 
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classifications of Isidore Dyen (1965), which most specialists nevertheless reject, 
Austronesian languages appear in 40 equal groups, whereas all those languages that 
Dempwolff enlisted fall under a single group. 

Blusťs table (1981) can give us one representation of the Austronesian tree; 

I. Taiwanese languages (3 independent groups) 

II. Malaysian-Polynesian languages 

A. West Malaysian-Polynesian languages 

B. Central-Eastem Malaysian-Polynesian languages 

1. Central Malaysian-Polynesian languages 

2. Eastem Malaysian-Polynesian languages 

a. East Kalmuck-Westem New Guinea languages 

b. Oceánie languages 

Blust himself notes that there are certain features that the Western Malaysian and 
Polynesian languages do not share, but he says that they belong in one group because the 
other categories differ so remarkably ffom them. The last part of this statement is prone to 
objection; I would say that the existence of Oceánie groups is far ffom obvious. It is 
possible to speak with confidence only that the Central Pacific (Fiji-Polynesian) groups 
exist and, possibly, wider eastem Oceánie groups. 

Thus, the Austronesian reconstructed root is a bit odd. We can reliably reconstruct its 
phonetic makeup and semantics, but its sphere of influence and the exact time it entered the 
language is not perfectly clear. This series of papers will look dosely at the problems of 
localizing the parent language and analyzing the cultural lexicon of Austronesian languages. 
For now, we merely notě that the ancient parent homeland of the Austronesian languages 
can be placed in China. 

Para-Thai languages fall into 6-7 groups: Thai, Kam-Sui, Ong-be, Li, Lakkia and one 
oř two groups of Kelao languages. According to the present glotto-chronology, the Para- 
Thai family divided almost four thousand years ago; and by then, the Para-Thai languages 
were fairly widely distributed “down the Red River and Sitzyan and in the seaside regions 
betweenthem” (Yakhontov 1977:104). This is exactly the plače ffom which the speakers 
of Para-Thai would later migrate. 

Having studied in detail the comparative phonetics and vocabulary of Para-Thai 
languages, one can now analýze the cultural vocabulary of the proto-language. In so 
doing, one must keep in mind how greatly Chinese influenced each branch of the Para-Thai 
languages; borrowings ffom Chinese ffequently replaced age-old Para-Thai words. Such 
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borrowings are abundant except in dialects and Kelao. The latter group has been poorly 
studied; and although no Para-Thai roots háve been found for these languages, a number of 
Para-Thai words might well háve been missed by such a comparison. The lexicon shows 
that there were fewer speakers of Para-Thai proto-language than of Sino-Tibetan: their 
language lacks names of metals and terms connected with war, theft, and transport. All 
that is present are several terms designating property relations and religious concepts: 
?-iam A , *hni c , "debt", Rmat] A "spirit, devil". There are some roots linked with 
working: *Cbla c , *lriit "knife", *[R-d] [e]p "sickle", *twau A "weaveťs loom", 
* rw[-i]a A "boat", *hna c possibly "oxcart", and a few others. 

The most interesting and rich array of words to appear concems farming. Here we 
notě: *?rai B "field" (exactly what kind is not fully established); *fai A "a dam or dike in 
the field" (evidently a rice field); another possible type of dam *gan A ; and even "canal", 
*hrmjar) A (this reconstruction is somewhat doubtful). We also know some roots 
associated with rice-growing: *kl[a] A "rice seedlings", *c[h][r]an A 'the cleansing of 
rice", 2 *Ctan T "to reap rice", and a few others. We notě as well a very smáli list of names 
for domestic (?) animals, of which only *hl] wa A "dog", *hj)WU A "pig", *gwái A 
"buffalo", and *?iap "duck " háve been reconstructed. 3 

The Austro-Thai family appears to háve divided by the 7th or 6th millennium B.C. 
(Yakhontov 1977a). Because there is no reason to suspect that the Para-Thai languages 
came to the continent through migration from the islands, the forefathers of all Austro-Thai 
languages must háve lived in the Continental regions of southeastem Asia. Here it is 
interesting to notě that no part of the Austro-Thai lexicon pertains specifically to the sea. 
The study of the Austro-Thai parent language is just in its first stages. Almost all 
discoveries in the Austro-Thai lexicon can be found in the works of Benedicťs originál 
Austro-Thai theory. However, most of what the author has put together, in light of these 
and other considerations, does not present a conclusive picture; the work can only serve as 
a list of about 150 ostensibly Austro-Thai roots. 4 The phonetics of the Austro-Thai parent 
language are not nearly as well-known. Only generál rules are established using two- 
syllable Austronesian roots with one-syllable Para-Thai (Yakhontov, personál 
communication) 


2 Compare with the ancient Chinese *canh "good grain." 

3 Each Para-Thai language borrowed the name for "chicken" from Chinese. 

4 The distribution of roots in Austronesian languages is not taken into account; therefore, this list just 

gives the local representations of the roots. 
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The lexical materiál reflecting the culture of the speakers of proto-Austro-Thai is very 
smáli. Let us look at just a few of the most interesting examples: 3 

1. "Arům" or "Taro": AN *biyah ~ PT *P-?r[Í]ak; "cotton": AN * kapat' ~ PT 
*XW[ai] B ; "sesame": AN *ler)a' - PT *Rna A ; "indigo": AN *tayUm ~ PT > 
Thai *h-róm A ; 

2. "Knife": AH *malat (Blust 1973) ~ PT *mit; "onion", "to shoot": AN *panah 
~ PT *hna^; "boat": AN *qabai) (Blust 1973) ~ PT > Thai *?bat] A (this and the 
previous roots also show up in Chinese); "boat": AN *palahu ř - PT *rw[i]a A ; a 
more questionable reconstruction of the roots "hoe, hatchet": AN *pankul ~ PT 
*khwán A , as the PT form of the more recognizable ST *kwhár "knife"; 

3. "Pig": AN *babuy ~ PT *hr)WU A (the AN root probably means a wild pig); 
"livestock": AN *kebav ~ *lembu ř ~ PT > Kam-Suis *bo^; 

4. "Toweave": AN *dandan ~ PT *Ch[r]an A (conformity to the initial consonant is 
beyond doubt) 

5. AN *maqar) "to cast a spěli" (Kulland, oral communication ~ PT *Rmat] A 
"spirit, devil".) 

All other lexical comparisons that 1 know of telí us hardly anything else about the 
culture of the people who spoke the Austro-Thai proto-language. There are gaps in the list 
of the names for metals and grasses (most notably, rice). Here one may make a conjecture 
that the Para-Thai proto-language preserved of the practical vocabulary the same cultural 
lexicon that proto-Austro-Thai did, having added to it only only rice-growing terminology. 

With the discovery of the Austro-Thai languages in comparative-historical 
investigations in east and southeastem Asia, another theme has emerged, deserving speciál 
attention: How háve the Austro-Thai and Sino-Tibetan languages influenced one another? 
Benedict, in investigating Austro-Thai, has attempted to show that the Sino-Tibetan 
languages, especially Chinese, háve borrowed a great deal from the Austro-Thai proto- 
language. He cites a long list of hypothetical borrowings to confirm this. But this list 
looks like a striving to explain every possible coincidental item as a borrowing from the 
Austro-Thai parent language. And even then, when a root does occur in an Austro-Thai 
language, it is always one from the Para-Thai branch—where there is an abundance of 
Chinese borrowings. Therefore, many citings of P. Benedict comparing Austro-Thai and 
Sino-Tibetan are better explained (to match the composition and established traditions) as 

5 It is customary to cite the reconstructions of O. Dempwolff. 
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new borrowings from Chinese. However, not all similarities between Austro-Thai and 
Sino-Tibetan words can be explained that way. There are in fact many ways to approach 
the relationships between the Sino-Tibetan languages and the Austronesian branch of 
Austro-Thai. We will look at just three of them: 

1. ST *lam "road" - *Zalan (Blust 1981) "road" 

2. ST *[c/z]am "bridge" ~ AN *(ha)ReZan (Blust 1981) "stairway" 

3. ST *lam "sazhen" (2.13 meters) - AN *kilan (Blust 1980) "spán" 

The nutnber of these roots is fairly great, whereas among them are Sino-Tibetan roots 
with Chinese reflex ("sazhen"), and without it ("road") There are likewise several Chinese- 
Austronesian approaches. 

It is possible to determine the direction of borrowing in several cases, based on when 
the parent languages broke up. Here is what we háve found: 

Parent Language Time of Separation (B.C.) 


Para-Thai 

Austronesian 

Sino-Tibetan 

Austro-Thai 

Sino-Caucasian 


2nd millennium 
no láteř than 5th millennium 
no later than 6th millennium 
7th-6th millennium 
9th-8th millennium 


Thus, if a root shared by Sino-Tibetan and Austronesian tums out to be Sino- 
Caucasian, it was definitely borrowed into the Austronesian proto-language. Také, for 
example, the root "to steal": ST *(r-) qhó - AN *takaw. On the other hand, if a 
comparison shows that the Austronesian root comes down from Austro-Thai, then the 
borrowing is a Sino-Tibetan word. We notice that there are no cases of naturally occurring 
etymologies that Sino-Caucasian and Austro-Thai háve in common. 

Sino-Tibetan and Para-Thai are rarely compared; and practically all fmdings can be 
explained as later borrowings from Chinese. 

Starostin and I háve interpreted the correlation in the following way. Before the Sino- 
Tibetan proto-language broke up, it remained in contact with Proto-Austronesian, one of 
the branches of the Austro-Thai macrofamily. 6 This contact lasted even after the division 


6 In the comparison, there are roots maximally widespread throughout these two families. 
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of these proto-languages, which would explain why Austronesian and Western 
Austronesian háve so many parallels with Chinese. Borrowing went in both directions, 
and each concrete čase requires an individual investigation. It can also be interpreted that 
during that period, the Para-Thai languages were located outside the spheres of these 
contacts, so that all connections between Sino-Tibetan and Para-Thai are explainable by the 
mutual influence between the separate languages. It is hard to telí where Sino-Tibetan and 
Austronesian made contact; to all appearances, the Para-Thai languages had stayed a long 
time in the area of their hypothetical ancestor before they divided into individual groups. 
There were no contacts between Para-Thai and Sino-Tibetan up until recent times, so 
during the 6th-5th milleimia B.C. Sino-Tibetan languages were not introduced south of the 
Yenisei. Therefore, the Austronesian languages and their forefathers should be more 
northem, possibly even to KhuanKhe. Such an assumption, however, requires further 
substantiation. 

Finally, there are the Austroasiatic languages, the least-studied group in the region. 
They are divided into a series of groups: Munda, Nicobarese, Aslian, and Mon-Khmer, 
possibly with Viet-Muong, Khasi, Palaung-Wa, Khmu, and Miao-Yao. I háve made a 
reconstruction of Proto-Miao-Yao (MS), and one of Munda was worked out by Pinnov in 
1959, though it is rather questionable. The other families’ phonetics and vocabulary are 
not reconstructed. There is no collective Austroasiatic dictionary, although some roots may 
be derived through more specialized research. 

The Austroasiatic languages hold a series of major problems. W. Schmidťs 
proposition that the Austroasiatic and Austronesian languages are genetically related has not 
yet been disproved. Furthermore, some data do support the idea that such a relationship 
exists. Khmer roots, when compared with the Austronesian reconstruction, reveal a 
remarkable number of lexical parallels. Of course, many of these are recent borrowings 
from certain Austronesian languages into Khmer. Some of the parallels, however, might 
be of a different kind. For example: AN *YabÍ' - Khmer jop "night"; AN *balun "huť 
(AT etymology); Khmer raoi) "big covered plače"; AN *bibiy ~ Khmer bebir "lip"; 
AN *buna - Khmer pheká "flower"; AN *gadiq "elephant bone" < "elephant" - 
Khmer khedit] "wild bull", and others. It is important that all cited Khmer roots háve an 
etymology (Mon-Khmer or more generál). The gathering of other Austroasiatic languages 
widens a similar list. Therefore, a thorough study of Austric unity is in order. 

At present, there is no hypothesis for when and where the Austroasiatic proto-language 
was spoken. It is also unknown whether the Austroasiatic and Sino-Tibetan languages 
made contact with each other in the far past. The lexical comparisons between the 
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Austroasiatic and Sino-Tibetan proto-languages would háve it seem otherwise. Individual 
languages, such as Proto-Miao-Yao, háve definite quantities of borrowings from 
unestablished Sino-Tibetan sources. Some groups of Austroasiatic languages did come 
into contact with Para-Thai languages, but at what time and with what exact languages is 
still unknown. 


24 



REFERENCES 


Benedict, P. K. Sino-Tihetan: A conspectus. Cambridge, Mass: 1972. 

—. Austro-Thai: Language and culture. New Haven: 1975. 

Blust, R. A. Additions to "Proto-Austronesian Addenda" and "Proto-Oceanic Addenda 
With Cognates in Non-Oceanic Austronesian Languages" Il. Working Papers in 
Lineuistics 5.3 (1973): 33-61. 

—. Austronesian Etymologies. Oceánie Linguistics 19.1-2 (1980): 1-181. 

—■ Vari a lifi n in Re tent ia n Ra is, A m c m e Languages, TlCAL, 1981. 

Glover, W. W. Semantic and Grammatical Structures in Gurung (Nepal). Norman, 1974. 
Dempwolff, O. (1934-1938). "Vergleichende Lautlehre des Austronesischen 
Wortschatzes." Bd. 1-3. Berlin: 1934-38. 

Dyen, I. A "Lexicostatistical Classification of the Austronesian Languages." International 
Journal of Applied Linguistics. Memoir, 19,1965. 

Dahl, O. C. Earlv Phonetic and Phonemic Changes in Austronesian. Oslo:1981. 

Peiros, I. I. Udarenie i foneticheskaYa rekonstruktsiTa tsou-paTvanskikh Tazvkov: 
(Forthcoming in Moscow) 

—. "Problémy formirovaniYa lingvisticheskoT situatsii íuzhnogo KitaTa." 
(Manuscript). 

Peiros, I. I. and Starostin, S. A. "Materiály k sino-tibetskomu ětimologicheskomu 
slovarTu." (Manuscript). 

—. "Sino-Tibetskie i avstrotaTskie Tazyki" (198-). (Forthcoming in Moscow) 

Starostin, S. A. "PraeniseTskaTa rekonstruktsiTa i vneshnie svTazi eniseTskiex iazykov." 

Ketski T sbomik. Leningrad: 1982. 144-237 
Shafer, R. Introduction to Sino-Tibetan Wiesbaden: 1966-1974. 1-5. 

Yakhontov, S. E. "iazyki VostochnoT i iugo-Vostochnoi Azii v IV-I tysTacheletiTakh do 
n. ě.” RannTaTa etnicheskaTa istoriTa narodov VostochnoT Azii. Moscow: 1977. 98- 
108. 

—. "V zashchitu austrotaískoí’ gipotezy." Proceedings of the conference: 
"Nostraticheskie íazyki i nostraticheskoe íazykoznanie " Moscow: 1977. 50-51. 

—. "KlassifikatsiTa sino-tibetskikh Tazykov" (Manuscript). 


25 



ALTAIC AND EAST NOSTRATIC 
(PRELIMINARY REPORT) 
Karl Menges 


In sharp contrast to Altaic and its historical six subdivisions, Uralic represents a 
considerably less differentiated group of languages. It consists of two Finno-Ugric 
language families: (1) Baltic Finnic, Volga Finnic, Permian, and Ugric and (2) the 
geographically and evolutionally farther remote Samoyedic languages. The speakere of the 
latter háve been living in the vast plains in the north of eastem Europe and northwest Asia 
(i.e., Western Siberia) in a territory geographically uniform—and historically rather 
eventless compared with the natural environment in which the other Nostratic groups 
developed in historical times, particularly Altaic and Dravidian, which form, together with 
Uralic, the East Nostratic group. Whereas the geographical landscape is reflected in the 
development of the single constituent languages, Uralic shows a much lesser degree of 
differentiation than does Altaic, being in this, as well as in other respects, quite different 
from Altaic, and conforming more with Dravidian in the south. Of the Indo-European 
languages adjacent to Uralic, it is particularly the immediately neighboring Balto-Slavic 
languages that exhibit similar or identical features, within a geographical and historical 
setting of the same basic features as those of Uralic. Dravidian seems to hold an 
intermediate position that—with its historical development and the migration into India— 
changed in the direction of Altaic, producing a somewhat greater degree of differentiation 
than did Uralic. 

The earliest records of Altaic show a group of a half dozen differentiated languages, 
spoken in an enormous area, extending over Asia and Europe ffom the Pacific in the east to 
the Mediterranean in the west. A basic division into two large subgroups is noticeable: (1) 
an Outer group in the Far East—Korean, Japanese, and Ryukyu and (2) an Inner group— 
Tungus, Mongolian, and Turkic. Most outstanding about Altaic is that the peoples who 
spoke it brought about more powerful ethnic, linguistic, and political expansion over Asia 
and eastem Europe than did any of the other nomadic groups. Ultimately, a series of Altaic 
conquest dynasties was founded, starting in eastem and southeastem Mongolia with the 
Huns. The Huns eventually tumed westward, causing the Great Migration of peoples in 
Europe and the Near East with its ever-shifting alliances with Gothic peoples against the 
Roman Empire. After the defeat of the Huns on the Catalaunian Fields in A.D. 451 in 
Eastem Gaul, and the retreat of their defeated tribes toward the Pontie Steppes, a new 
Altaic conquest group appeared: the Avars, the Zuan-Zuan of the Chinese sources, a 
Mongolian tribal confederacy that had been defeated in A.D. 552 by the Turkut somewhere 
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in southwestem Mongolia, and thus was forced to move away, westward, like their 
predecessors, the Huns. As there are almost no relics of the language of the Huns, the 
assumption occasionally voiced of a Turkic or Mongolian affiliation of the Himnic language 
cannot be supported. Hunnic may very well háve belonged with the Inner Altaic 
languages, surviving as a substrátům of the present-day Tavas language and the now 
extinct language of the Onogurs and Volga-Bulgars, prior to their migration into the 
Balkans and subsequent Slavicization there (after A.D. 679). The historical as well as the 
anthropological and ethnographical evidence is in favor of an Altaic affiliation of the Huns; 
they could even háve constituted an additional Altaic group of their own. I maintain the 
thesis of the basic identity of the Far Eastem and the Western Huns. 

Only a hundred years after the defeat of the Huns, the second large Altaic wave, 
that of the Avars, inundated Europe and became firmly entrenched in the temtory of the 
present-day Ukraine. From there, the Avars started their numerous assaults and looting 
campaigns against both parts of the Roman Empire. Finally, after a quarter of a 
millennium, the Avar power was broken by Charlemagne, in a series of major battles 
fought in the last decade of the eighth century. The remainder of the tribes that could not 
escape were foicibly settled in the plains of Pannonia (present-day Hungary). 

Between this and the next great Mongolian movement, that of the Mongols under 
Jenghiz Khan, a number of Altaic tribal confederacies came into immediate contact with 
Byzantium and the Slavic world, but had little or no significance for the Western Roman 
Empire. These were the Khazars, who ruled ověř a large temtory extending all over the 
Pontie Steppes, from the Caspian Sea as far west as the Carpathians, in an advantageous 
position between the two Roman empires. Like the Huns and the Avars, they lefit no 
written records, and their language is unknown. 

In the eighth and ninth centuries, some Altaic tribal movement led to the formation 
of a Mongolian confederacy. In the early tenth century, this confederacy conquered the 
entire northem half of the Chinese Empire and founded the Liao Dynasty (A.D. 907), 
which itself was thrown over by a predominantly Tungus group, the Zhurchen, who 
established their Czin (Golden) Dynasty (A.D. 1125), taken overin 1236 by the Mongols. 

In the second and third decades of the thirteenth century, using blitzkrieg tactics, the 
Mongols overran practically all statehoods between China and the borders of the Byzantine 
Empire. After the victory of Liegnitz (Silesia) in 1241, for reasons of intemal politics, the 
Mongols suddenly called off all campaigns in the Far West. With this, the globál Altaic 
movements were over, and the ethno-linguistic form was shaped, basically with the 
features it still shows today. 
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The great Altaic conquest dynasties and the empires they had founded existed until 
the second decade of this century: that of the Ottomans in the west, until 1918; and that of 
the Manchus, the Ch’ing, until 1911, in the Far East—with the greatest expansion the 
Chinese Empire ever had. Whereas in the Ottoman Empire the Turkic language was 
dominant (and the official language of the Empire) the Manchus in China acculturated and 
became, in as much as they preserved their native Altaic language, bilingual. Candidates 
for any statě office had to pass examinations in Manchu, as Manchu and Chinese were the 
two official languages of the Manchu Empire. The Manchus were the bearers of the second 
and last Tungus conquest dynasty. 

Somewhere in Eastem Central Asia the great Altaic movements started, leading over 
protracted historical periods (roughly between 1500 B.C. and A.D. 500) to the Altaic 
expansion over the Korean Peninsula and onto the Japanese islands. With Korean, the 
substrata and historical adstrata exerted a definite, quite strong influence, although this 
seems to háve had a lesser significance with Japanese (and Ryukyu). Besides Gilyak 
(Nivkh) sub- and adstrata, Korean must háve absorbed other groups, of Sinitic or 
unknown affiliations. The situation in the Japanese islands seems to háve been less 
intricate; in the north, the relatively stronger element was (proto-) Ainu, and in the south it 
was some northem Austro-Asiatic, Polynesian languages. 

Questions of sub- and adstrata are of considerable importance for all Altaic 
languages during their historical as well as their prehistorical development, due to the 
various earlier and later contacts—often intimate contacts, where conquest and political 
dominance led to absorption. These sub- and adstrata in Altaic are not exclusively and not 
necessarily those fforn non-Altaic contacts, and could just as well be those of inner-Altaic 
origin. The agreement between the most basic and essential features, lexical as well as 
morphological, phonological and syntactic, is less conspicuous in the Outer Altaic 
languages (Korean, Japanese, and Ryukyu), where not only the features taken from 
Chinese, but also those of areal origin—in the shape of various sub- and adstrata—háve 
veiled the originál appearance of the Outer Altaic languages. 

Of the three Outer Altaic language families Korean poses a number of problems due 
to sub- and adstrata, indigenouj in and near the Korean Peninsula. Of the non-Altaic 
languages still extant in that area, Nivkh (Gilyak) and at a greater distance, Ainu, in their 
earlier stages, are to be considered as possible and probable substrata, Ainu also with 
Japanese. There still must háve existed languages that exerted an influence on Korean, 
spoken by some of the then numerous ‘barbarian’ tribes mentioned in the Chinese historical 
sources. These sources did not, however, quote any titles ušed by native chieftains, 
although this was fortunately often doně with regard to various Altaic peoples. 


28 



In these languages, it was all but syntax that underwent significant non-Altaic 
influence and change, whereas in Japanese the phonology of Altaic has been well 
preserved. In Ryukyu, it seems that the lexicon possesses a smaller amount of Altaic 
elements. Thus, the primordial Altaic nátuře of the three Outer Altaic languages was 
recognized only after Altaic had become better known and Altaicists had begun to explore 
these languages. 

As Turkish had originally (some 180 years ago) been studied as appendix to 
Islamistics, with Arábie and Persian the center of interest, so was Mongolian studied as an 
annex to Tibetan and Lamaism, and not as a language of world-conquerors. This same 
attitude had likewise determined Manchu studies: they were an auxiliary to Chině se textual 
analysis (all the Chinese classical books and a great part of historical [and other] literatuře 
had been translated into Manchu), so the Altaic background of Manchu, just as that of 
Korean and Japanese, did not arouse any interest. The one-sided concentration on 
problems of detail, usually dealt with in isolation from each other, oř an exclusively 
lexicological approach conceming questions of genetic relalionship, gave rise to the idea of 
contact and area relationship only, rejecting that of genetic relationship, as if, for the mass 
of Altaic trees, one could not see the Altaic forest. 

Most of a comparative historical search for cognates starts with the lexical materiál 
and often neglects other domains of language. Naturally, it is the entire word with which 
the explorer of little-known oř unknown languages is confronted first, and thus the first 
and basic works conceming the mutual relationship of languages are primordially founded 
upon the lexical materiál. This, however, can be very erroneous, as a look at English, 
Ottoman-Turkish, Malay, Korean, Japanese, or Annamite will show. As time and research 
progressed, it became evident that phonological and grammatical facts are of no less 
significance, although even phonology and syntax are vulnerable to influences from 
outside. 

Borrowings throughout, however, appear in a lesser degree than in the lexical 
stock. This is still recognizable in languages that háve lost their morphology to a 
considerable degree, as, for example, has English. The morphological resistance probably 
can be considered a language universal. Thus, parallels or even identical features such as 
affixes are the very fundamentals of a genetic relationship in languages. This is especially 
important to keep in mind when considering Altaic; as a result of its vast expansion ověř 
Eurasia from northeastem Siberia as far west as deep into eastem Europe, the lexical 
materiál of Altaic has been shuffled and reshuffled and is strongly interspersed with non- 
Altaic elements. 
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As for Dravidian languages, some Indo-European lexical elements are clearly 
recognizable, but here also cases occur in which it is not certain whether the matter is one 
of borrowing or one of genetic relationship, for the Dravidian languages are generally not 
viewed as genetically related to Indo-European, and by many Dravidologists no serious 
thought is given to the possibility of genetic relationship with other language families—not 
just Altaic or Uralic. This even though Caldwell, the first great explorer of Dravidian, in 
his Comparative Grammar (1815, 1875, 1913) repeatedly draws parallels with Uralic and 
Altaic (which he calls ‘Scythian’), not a few of which are still valid today. 

Supposing a Dravido-Altaic genetic relationship illuminates a number of Dravidian 
problems, and provides several Solutions. One problém is that of Brahui and the migration 
of the Proto-Dravidians to India from the northwest, which leads to certain conclusions 
conceming the other language families of India, as Munda and Sino-Tibetan (Tibeto- 
Burmese), as well as the historical distribution of the peoples of Western Asia. 
Phonological and morphological features of Dravidian, such as certain developments in 
consonantism, or participial and gerundial constructions, to mention only a few 
characteristics, become transparent when compared with their equivalents in Altaic. The 
Dravidian influence in the morphology and particularly in the syntax of Indo-Arian has a 
significant counterpart in the influence Altaic exerted upon the morphology and syntax of 
Slavic, probably even of Balto-Slavic, particularly Old Bulgarian and Old Russian. 
Undemeath all this are found features exhibiting genetic relationship quite recognizable in 
the morphology of the noun and nominal forms of the verb; with etymologically identical 
suffixes of čase, number, and of certain nomina verbalia, and in the pronoun, although this 
latter exhibits features of considerable corrosion. Traces of possessive suffixation at the 
noun can hardly be detected and apparently never developed (unlike Uralic and Altaic) or 
had been lost, as in the three Outer Altaic language families that do not seem to háve éver 
had possessive suffixation. Opposed to this development is the category of exclusivus : 
inclusivus, which has survived better in Dravidian than in Altaic. As to Dravidian, this fact 
may be ascribed to its proximity to Munda. 

The East-Nostratic unity of Uralic, Altaic, and Dravidian has become clearly 
discemable. It is a close unit, related to West Nostratic (Indo-European, Kartvelian, and 
Afro-Asiatic). Lexicologically viewed, there seem to be closer ties between Dravidian and 
Uralic than between Dravidian and Altaic, because of the lexical stock that Altaic had 
developed in different phases of its history, as it lost its genuine word-material in favor of 
repeated and copious borrowing from other cultures in newly conquered areas. Here, the 
languages of three cultural spheres are particularly important: (1) China, (2) Central Asia 
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(láteř Turkestan), and (3) the West with the lands of greater Byzantium and of the 
Caliphate. 

At the present stage of research, no further languages can be classified with East 
Nostratic. Whereas Yukagir is most probably an ancient offshoot of Uralic, Chukchi- 
Kamchadal, although showing some features related to Uralic, stands apart. It remains to 
be seen whether it, as well as Eskimo-Aleutian, might be considered along the lineš of a 
farther genetic relationship with Common Nostratic, but languages such as Ainu, Gilyak 
(Nivkh), Yeniseian (Ket), Nahali (in centrál India), and Burushaski (in the Hunza-Nagar 
District, Western Himalayas, and Karakorum) can hardly be included in Nostratic. If 
Elamite is genetically related to Dravidian (a problém with which I háve not yet acquainted 
myself), it must be included in Nostratic, whereas Northwest Caucasian and Northeast 
Caucasian form, as assumed, the westemmost part of the Sino-Caucasian (or even Dene- 
Caucasian) macro-family. 
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AFRASIAN CULTURAL TERMS 
(PRELIMINARY REPORT) 

Aleksandr Militarev 

The following represents a list of reconstructed cultural words 
of Afro-Asiatic. Each entry starts with such a word. Each reconstruc- 
tion is based on the appropriate words of Afro-Asiatic daughter- 
languages, which are also cited. 

I. CULTIVATION OF LAND 

1. *marr ‘hoe’ (>Sumerian mar), *mirra ‘to hoe'. _ 

Semitic: Akkadian marr- ‘hoe, spade’, Aramaic (Syrian) marr-, ma ř r- 

‘hoe, spade with an iron hlade’, Arábie marr- ‘spade, hoe’, 
Amharic márammárá ‘to dig’, Gurage mirámárá ‘to plow a field 
for the third time’. 

Chadic (West): Bolewa mař-, Dera marra, Ngamo mira (Štolbova: 

< *mára) ‘to hoe’, (East) Somrai mara ‘hoe’. 

Egyptian (Old Kingdom) mr ‘hoe’. 

2. *nigal ‘ta reap, (reaping) knife, siekle’ (>Sumerian NÍQ-qáL 

_ ‘siekle’). _ 

Semitic: Akkadian ningall-, niggall- (probably a “reverse” borrowing 

from Sumerian), Hebrew maggál, Aramaic mangal-t-, maggal-t- 
(usually viewed as Akkadisms, but rather looking like verbal nouns 
<*ma-ngal) ‘siekle’, Arábie np‘to crop, to till lanď, mi-njjal- 
‘sickle’ (looks like a pretty regular instrumental noun derived 
from the verb njjl, and not like a borrowed form). 

(?) Berber Ahaggar te-se-i) el-t‘kind ofrěd (“reaped” oř “eut with a 
siekle”? The noun is of a verbal origin)'. 
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Chadic (West); Miya ngsla-te, Warjji ngslate-na, Mburku galate, 

Kariya ngaleta ‘sickle, (adze)’, (Central) Nšanye ngila ‘knife, 
sworď, Gude r)gila ‘knife’ (reconstructable in Proto-Chadic as 
*nigal-at). 

3. "mi-haru ‘to reap (corn)’. _ 

Semitic: Arábie mhr ‘to till lanď, mahr-, muhur-. 

Berber: Siwa mišar, Ghadames emzer, Shilh mger, Mzab emšar, 

Qabyle emger ‘to reap’. 

Chadic.(West); Bolewa gar, Sura kur ‘to harvesť, Angas gur ‘to collect in 
great numbers’; (Orel, Štolbova < haru ‘to harvesť; cp. also Angas 
gyěr, yér ‘store-house’). 

Egyptian (Old Kingdom) mhr, mhr ‘corn-house’. 

4. *kawir ‘hoe, to hoe’ >* ř i-kwar >* ? ikkar. _ 

Semitic: Akkadian (Old Babylonian) ř ikkar- ‘tenant farmer’ (hardly < 
Sumerian engar), Hebrew ? ikkár, Aramaic (Syrian) ? akkar- 
‘farmer’, ? kr ‘to till land, to plow’, Arábie ř kr ‘to till land, to dig’, 
? akkár- ‘plowman’, Amharic akkara ‘to renew the land by plowing 
and sowing’, Endegeň ta- ? akkará 'to build a house and cultivate 
the field around it for the first time’ (cp. Leslau Gurage, 593). 

The Aramaic and Arábie verbs, which do not seem denominal, and 
moreover Ethio-Semitic forms can hardly be regarded as borrowed 
from Akkadian; the formation in * ř V-, both verbal and nominal, is 
known in Semitic, cp. Ugaritic ř usb 5 , Hebrew ''asebbáS Arábie ^sba^-, 
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Ge^ez ř a$ba s -et, Jibbáli ^cbá^ ‘finger’ versus Aramaic (Syrian) seb s - 
and Egyptian (Pyramid) 3 M (^cVh^) idem. 

Cushitic (South): Iraqw, Alagwa kuru-mo ‘hoe\ Asa kurim- (<*kuri-m?) 

‘to cultivate’ (Ehret <*kur- oř *kúr-). 

Chadic (Central); Lamě karuá, Hona kúra, Baňa kawíra ‘hoe’, Mesme 
kúra 'to plow’. 

(?) Egyptian (Pyramid) íkr ‘earth-god Aker’ (determined with the 
ideogram “patch of land”) 

5, *ča( ? )duy ‘to cultivate, to dig ouť. _ 

Semitic: Hebrew šidděd, Aramaic (Judaic) sdd (Pi^ěl) ‘to harrow, to 

plow’, Aramaic (Syrian) sad- ‘furrow’. 

Chadic- (West);War 3 i, Miya sad, Pa ? a sadu, Kariya, Seya sede, Siri sada 
‘to plow, to cultivate’. 

Egyptian (Old Kingdom) šíd, šdy ‘to dig out (a pond, channel)’. 

6 . “čiddaw ‘measure of length, lanď (may belong to other than 

agricultural lexicon, say to construction terms. _ 

Semitic: Akkadian Šdd ‘to stretch, to measure (land, house, frontier, 
etc.)’, šidd- ‘measure’, Ugaritic šd ‘measure of land, portion of 
field plowed by a couple of oxen for a day\ 

(?) Berber Qabyle i-zdiw ‘to be long (of a road)’. 

Chadic. (West);Hausa sandá (< *čadda?) ‘a measure of length (yard)’. 
Egyptian (Middle Kingdom) šdw ‘plot of land; part of the sh-t fielď, 
Šdy ‘to apportion field-plots’. 
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7. *cima ‘to reap, to harvesť, *cima-r _ 

Semitic: Arábie Jmr 'to bear fruit (of a tree)’, lamar- ‘fruiť, lámir- 

‘haricot beán’, Sabaic imr ‘to produce crops (land); crops (spec. 
cereals)’, Ga s az smr 'to be fruitful’, Jibbali t~r ‘to ripen, to come 
to fruition’, š-eimír ‘to get a good harvest (from the palm-tree)’, 
Harsúsi Jemór, Soqotri tmr ‘to bear fruiť. 

Cushitic (East): Oromo asmara ‘season for agricultural activities, 

harvesť (cp. also Ethio-Semitic: Soddo asmara, but other Gurage 
azmara [Leslau Gurage]). 

Berber Shilh a-sammaud ‘siekle’ (presumably a composed word 
consisting of a-sem < *cim ‘reap’ and maud < *múd ‘grain’, a- 
being a noun markér [see Destaing Interdictions]), (Ahaggar a- 
maris ‘harvest season’ may belong here as a metathetic form, but 
may as well be related to mars ‘March’ of Latin origin.); Guanche 
(Tenerife) befiesmer, venesmer, benismer ‘the month of August’, 
benismen (the finál -n is < *r due to assimilation to the -n- of the 
first syllable) ‘harvest season’ (all Guanche forms are < *we-n- 
ismer literally ‘that-of-harvesť, see Wolfel, 482). 

Chadic (West): Hausa cima ‘an instrument for eutting off the heads of 
eut com’; (Central): Kera cémé ‘to reap, to harvest (millet)’. 

8. *sikwa ř ‘to till land, to hoe’. _ 

Semitic: Akkadian (Old Babylonian) škk ‘to harrow’, šikk-at- 

‘harrowed lanď, (?) Sabaic s k-t ‘plow (oř harrow)’ in: ř hl hrt s k- 
t-n ‘folk plowing with a plow (or harrow)’ [Conti-Rossini] 
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Berber Zemmur, Igeriun sekka, Tafilalt ta-skki-t ‘plowshare’, Mzab 
skke-t ‘plow’, skka ‘to plow, to till land hardly" <Arabic sikk-at- 
‘plowshare’ (in tum borrowed from Aramaic sikk-at- <*cikk-at), 
in which čase the co-existence of Berber forms with and without 
the -t suffix would háve been difficult to explain. 

Chadic (West): Hausa sakwa-mi (-mi being an old instrumental suffix 
like in Semitic?) ‘hoe with a long handle', Sura sak 'to hoe, to 
plow’, Tangale suk ‘to plow’ [Štolbova: <*sak(w)]. 

Egyptian (Pyramid) skj ‘to plow, to till land, to cover seeds with sail’, 
skl-t ‘cultivated land, fielď. 

9. *sukay ‘to sow’ (very probably related to #8) _ 

Cushitic (West): Kafa, Bworo šok ‘to sow’. 

Chadic (West): Hausa šuka, (Central): Mbara cok ‘to sow’. 

Egyptian (Pyramid) sky ‘to sow’, skw ‘sower’. 

10. "sVkay ‘land not cultivated actually, fallow’ (presumably related to 

#8 and #9) _ 

Semitic: Tigre seka, Šeka-t ‘field, meadow, valley’, Tigrai saka ‘water- 
meadow' (š- <*s). 

Berber. Baamrani i-ssuki, Ntifa, Zemmur i-ssiki, Tafilalt a-ssiki, Izdeg 
isiki, pL isak-at-en, Izayan a-siki, Qabyle a-suki, Shawiya a-m-suki 
‘fallow’. 

Chadic (West): Hausa seka ‘a piece of waste, uncultivated land inside a 
compounď. 


37 



II. WILD AND DOMESTIC UNGULATE ANIMALS 
(In cooperation with V. Blažek) 

1. *mar ‘sheep, goať _ 

Sem: Akk (OBab) ř immer- ‘sheep, ram’, Ugaritic ř mr ‘young sheep, 

lamb’, Aram (Syr) ř emr- ‘lamb’ (<* ř i-m(m)Vr) 

Cush: Saho s Afar mářu, pL maruwá ‘sheep’ 

Chad: Díra máři, Bull mar, palci már 'goať 

2. *la ?w ‘bull, cow' (Sem ‘wild -> domestic cow' > Cush and Chad?) 
Sem: Akk lú ‘wild bull’, litt- (<*E ř -t-) ‘(domestic) cow’, Hebrew lě ř -á 

‘Leah, proper name meaning ‘heifer’, Arab la ? á-n ‘wild bull’, 

Šibbáli le ř , pl. lho-t-i, Soq. ř elha (-h-<* ? ) ‘cow’ 

/ / 

Cush: Bilin láú ‘cattle’, luwi, Awiya luwa, Xamir luwa ‘cow’, East Cush 
*lo ř ‘cows colL)’ [Sasse], Sidama Darasa Alaba lálo, Kambatta lálu 
‘cattle (cows and bulls)’ 

Chad: Dera la, Gudu Kumbi lo, Gude lá ‘cow’, Gudu le ‘bull’, Mubi la 
‘cattle’ (Cp. West Chad *la řw V ‘meať [Štolbova]) 

(?) Eg íw’ ‘domestic cow' (4 may be < *1 or * ř ) 

3. “IV?, ♦lWlV? ‘goat, sheep’ _ 

Sem: Akk (OBab) laliw-, lalú, Ugaritic ll ř ‘kiď, Soqotri luloh (-h <* ř ) 

'goať 

Cush: Oromo (Borana) lálě-sa, (?) Iraqw lé ř i, Gorowa lée ř i ‘goať 
Berb: Ahaggar elahey ‘wooly ram’ 

Chad: Gera la ‘sheep’, Dira la 'sheep, goať, Higi (Ghya) Lamě Kera la 
‘sheep’ 
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4, * ?w ayl ‘sheep, goať _ 

Sem: Akk (O) ř ál (< * ř ayl), Hebrew ř ayil 'ram', Arab r iyyal- ‘mountain 
goať, Soqotri ř ilel-oh (pL) ‘sheep’ 

Cush: Saho ala ‘goats’, Sahá ‘Afar ille, illi ‘sheep’(?), K w adza áli-to ‘goať 
Berb: Ghadames ta-beli, Audžila te-hel, Ahaggar te-hele, Taneslemt te¬ 
lí ele, Semlal Nefusa t-ili- ‘sheep’ (Prasse) 

Chad: Hona ? wála ‘goať 

5, * ř ayVl ‘deer, antelope’ __ 

Sem: Akk ? ayal-, Ugaritlc ř yL Hebrew ř ayyál. Aram (Syr) ř ayl-, Arab 

ř ayyal-, ř iyyal-, ř uyyal- (Ge s ez hayal, hayal) ‘deeť 
Cush: Somali ělo ‘gazelle’, Gorowa eletemo ‘bushbuck’, Dahalo ř ěěle 
‘hartebeesť (Ehret * ř 51e ‘sp. large antelope’) 

Chad: Mbara húlu ‘buffalo’, Kabalay yila ‘antelope’ 

Eg (latě): ř yr, Copt yul ‘deer’ (<Sem?) 

6, ^awl ~ *waM ‘lbex, gazelle' _ 

Sem: Hebrew ya^ěl, Arab Wa'1-, Sabaic w s l, Ge^ez weMa 'ibex, 

mountain goať, HarsGsi Mehri wál ‘Hemitragus Jayakari’ 

Cush: Rendille hól, Somali , awl(-kii) 'Soemmering’s gazelle’ (Heine 
* s aul) 

Eg (Med) 'r ‘goať (-r < *1 oř *r) 
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7. * ?w arVw/y ‘(mountain) goat, sheep’ (early Sem > Cush and Chad- 

Berb?) _ 

Sem: Akk (O) ? arw-ij( ‘gazelle’, Arab ? urw-iyy-at- ‘wild sheep, ibex, 
chamoix’, Sabean ? rw-y-n ‘female mountain goat, ibex', šibbáli 
ř Erů-n, Mehri fr-áráw-n, Soqotri ř ar ř aho-n‘goats’ cp. Akk 
ř arm- (also ř aran-t-, latě, considered a borrowing), Aram (Syr) 
? am- ‘mountain goať] 

Cush: Rendille ari, Boni éri-ya ‘sheep’, Bayso arer ‘goať, East Cush *ri ř 
‘goať (Sasse), Iraqw ari ‘goať, ara, Burunge Alagwa ara ‘goats’, etc. 
(see Ehret *aari ‘goať) 

Berb: Ahaggar e-hara ‘smáli cattle’, Ayr E Wlmd e-hara, Semlal a-hru 
‘ram’, Guanche (Tenerife) ara ‘she-goať, hara ‘sheep’, (Gr Can) 
taharan (pL:ta-har-an) ‘sheep’ 

Chad: Hausa ara-ara ‘ram, sheep, goat; thin-legged Bomu ram or sheep 
or goať, Ron (Kulere) wár, Montol Gerka ur ‘he-goať 

8. * V ? i-gal ‘calf, (young) bull' _ 

Sem: Ugaritic s gl, Hebrew ^ěgai, Aram (Syr) ^egl-, Arab s i3l- ‘calf, 

Ge^az ř ag w al ‘the young of an animal’, ř ag w al-at ‘she-calf, heifer’, 
Tigre ř agal ‘calf (cp. Tigrai Tigre galgál ‘lamb’, Gurage ‘galgal 
‘the young of an animal lamb’) [Leslau] 

Cush: Bilin gár, pl. gal (< *gál / *gall according to Dolgopolsky), Quara 
gar, pl. gál-tl ‘calf 

Omot Ometo (Wolamo) Gallua ‘calf (Cush-Omot *gVl-/*gVll- 
[Dolgopolsky]) 

Chad: Gedz i gal ‘cow’ 
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Eg (?) 5 g, s gn in the beginning of certain terms with the determinative 
■bull’ 

9. * V ?w idar ‘herd, cattle* _ 

Sem: Hebrew 'ědár ‘flock, herd’ 

Cush: ^Afar wadar 'cattle (goats and sheep)’ 

Eg (OK) ídr ‘herd, flock, etc.’ 

10. *kVr ‘lamb, ram, goať (cp. Illich-Svit/ch) _ 

Sem: Akk (O) kirr- ‘sheep’, (Mari) karr- ‘(male) lamb’, Ugaritic kr 

‘lamb’, Hebrew kar 'fattened ram, lamb’ 

Berb: Ayr, E Wlmd a-kerwa, pL i-kerwa-t-a n ‘lamb’, Semlal ikru 

‘young ram’, Nefusa a-krar ‘goať, Ahaggar ékrer ‘ram’, Qabyle i- 
K^rri, pL a-Jjrar-en ‘(castrated) ram’ 

Chad: Angas kir ‘ram (for fattening)’, Dera kwará ‘goať, Seya karů 
‘ram’ 

11. *ča ?w ‘meat of (domestic) animals’ _ 

Sem: Akk šú ř -, Hebrew šě. Aram si-t-, Arab Šá ř - ‘sheep’ 

Cush: East Cush *so ř ‘meať (Sasse) 

(?)Omot Ometo (Wolamo) ašo, Kullo aššwa ‘meať, Mao šaaA (Fleming) 
‘goať 

(?)Berb: Guanche chivato ‘young female goat, kiď (čiwa-t- < *čiw-?) 
Chad: Wardži šfl-na, Kariya šiwi, Pa ? a šuwi, Miya šiwiya, Tsagu §u-n, 
Siri šuyi ‘meat, animal’, Kir Šo/u, Tala Guruntum Gedži Sayanči 
šu, Ngizim šuwai, Bade sáa, etc. ‘meať (Štolbova *čaw[a]y) 

Eg (MK) šly ‘pig’ 
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12. ♦sVH ‘cow, bull’ 


13. *čVb ‘antelope, boar’ 


14. *cVql ~ *cVlq ‘wild goať 


15. “tály 'young of hoofed animal' (cp. Illich-Svitych) _ 

Sem: Hebrew tála ‘newly bom lamb’. Aram tály- ‘boy 1 , Arab tilw-at- 

‘newborn gazelle, kiď, Ge^eztáli ‘goať, Tigrai tel ‘sheep’ 

Cush: Somali dal-, Oromo dal, 'Afar dále ‘to bear, to give birth to’ 

Berb: E Wlmd a-děl ‘calf 

Chad: Hausa tall-yd ‘an animal that is still following its dam; a young 
chilď 

16. 'ba^r-ay ‘goat, sheep’ _ 

Cush: Somali barar ‘lambs’, Mogogodo abúr ‘sheep’ 

Berb: Kel Ataram berw-áya ‘ram’ 

Chad: Bolewa bariye ‘goať, Buli ám-bara ‘sheep’, Hildi burá, Fali-Kirya 
burá ‘goať 

Eg (OK) b?(?) ‘goat, sheep’ (< *bV ř r?) 

17. -bViVr ‘bull’, ‘camel’ (Sem borrowing in Berb, Chad and Cush?) 
Sem: Akk blr-, búr- ‘young bull’, Hebrew ba^lr ‘bull or cow, cattle’, 

Aram (Syr) ba^ir- ‘bull or cattle’, Arab ba^ir- ‘camel’, Sabaic bV 
‘cattle, head of cattle', Ge^az baV-awi, Tigrai Tigre be s ar-ay ’ox’, 
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Amh bare, Argobba bara, Harari ba ř ara, Gurage bóra, bawra ‘ox (for 
plowing)’ 

Cush: Bedauye ba ř r-ay ‘bull, calf, Bilin Xamir Qemant blra, Awiya birí 
‘ox’, s Afar běV-a ‘young bull (for plowing)', Highland Bašt Cush 
•bóra ‘ox’ (all < Ethio-Sem?) 

Omot Cara Zayse borá ‘bull (or ox)’ 

Berb: Zenaga ta-barár-t ‘she-camel’ 

(?)Chad: Buduma bárú káber ‘bull’, Mokilko burso ‘cow’ 

18. *ba ř Vr ‘kind of antelope’ _ 

Cush: Kambatta bóra ‘aryx (antelope)’, Somali bair ‘a young deer or 

antelope’, burunge ba ? ur-a ‘oryx’ 

Berb: Ahaggar e-berey ‘young of an addax antelope’ 

Chad: Hausa bare-wa ‘antelope’, Pa ? a ba-bar, Siri ba-bari ‘gazella dama’ 

19. *bVk w Vr ‘young domestic animal’ (Sem ‘first-bom’ ‘young 

_ domestic animal' > Berb-Chad ‘(young) domestic animal’ _ 

Sem: Akk bakr- ‘young camel’, bukr-, Ugaritic bkr, Hebrew bekčr 

‘first-born’, bákár ‘young camel, dromedáry 1 , Aram bukr- ‘first- 
born’, bekur- ‘young camel’, Arab bikr- ‘virgin’, bakr- ‘young 
camel’, baklr-at- ‘dáte palm bearing early fruiť, Ge^ez bak w er, 
Amh bákur ‘first-bom’, Mehrf bóker ‘young she-camel’, jjibbali 
bókór ‘to také a female’s virginity 1 , botker (T-stirps) ‘(animal) to 
háve one’s first-born', bokr-út ‘young camel’, Soqotri békir ‘newly 
born, Virgin’ 
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Berb: Ahaggar e-beker, Ayr EWlmd e-bákár ‘young sheep, lamb’, 

Semlal a-bukír ‘kiď (Qabyle a-bafcur ‘kind of fig-tree bearing early 
fruiť is probably < Arab) 

Chad: Musgum iki binkiri ‘he-goať (iki ‘she-goať), Tera bókěrě/á 
‘goať, Dera (pl.) bukur-in ‘goats’ 

20. *bag w 'sheep' _ 

Cush: Billn bagga, Qemant baga, Quara baga, Xamir bega, Xamta biga 
‘sheep’ 

Omot Kafa bagě, ‘Bworo baggó ‘sheep’ 

Berb: Ahaggar a-bagug ‘lamb, kiď, Ayr EWlmd a-bágog ‘young ram 
between 2 and 3’ 

Chad: Dera bugu ‘male goats’, Karekare bagure, Musgu bet)gere ‘goať 
Fali ( 3 ilbu) běgá, (Bwagira) Bagen ‘sheep’, Bačama m-baga-te 
‘sheep’, bogur-ey ‘goať (< *bag w -ar) 
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III. CAMELS 


1. •' i V-lvk. •lVk w -Vm, metat. ‘kYl-Vm ‘camel’ _ 

Sem: Arab 'aluq- ‘she-camel not giving milk’, Mehri ? ěEk, Harsflsi 

ř aE^k, 3 ibbali ^ayzók ‘a male camel calf still being suckleď 
Cush: Sam *qáálim ‘young male camel’, *qáálím ‘young female camel’ 
(Heine) 

Berb: Siwa a-lyom, Ntifa Tlit sadden a-lyum, Qabyle a-ly w em ‘camel 
(dromedáry)’, Ayr EWlmd a-ylam ‘saddle-camel, caravan’ 

Chad: Hausa rak umí (according to Jungraithmayr-Shimizu, a Berber 
loan: why r < 1?), Dangla lokumo, Tumak loguma (Skinner) 

2. *kVrkVr ‘camel’ _ 

Sem: Hebrew kirkár-a ‘she-camel’ (Isaiah) 

Berb: Ayr EWlmd a-ksrkur, pl. 1-kerkar ‘camel between 2 and 3 years’ 
Chad: Logone kúrguma ‘camel’ (contaminated with Hausa rakuml?) 
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IV. EQUIDS 


1. *^ay/wr ‘ass’ __ 

Sem: Ugaritic V ‘ass’, Hebrew s ayir ‘young ass’, Aram (Jud) <; ěr-, Arab 

^ayr-, Mehri h-ayr, Šibbáli a-h-yér ‘ass’ 

Omot Kafa awarč, Bambeši Mac wOOre (Fleming) ‘horše’ 

Eg (OK) 'í ‘ass’ (< *'Vr) 

2. “qayl ‘ass, horše' _ 

Sem: Arab hayl- ‘horses’, Soqotri hayl ‘maře’ 

(?)Cush: Saho 'Afar akáalo ‘donkey’, Somali qáyl ‘foal of horše or 
donkey below 2 years of age’ 

Berb: Sokna (pL) t-yall-an ‘horses, mares’, Smelal a-yyul, Seghrušen a- 
yyul ‘donkey’, pL ti-yalli-n ‘horses’, Wargla a-yyul, ‘donkey’, Mzab 
t-yalli-t ‘maře, horše’, DŽerba te-yalli-i ‘mule’, Sened a-yyul 
‘donkey\ Nefusa ta-yell-et ‘maře’ 

Eg (OK) h’b ‘hippopotamus’ (< *hVl-b?) 

3. "k^r ‘ass, donkev* _ ; _ 

Sem: Arab ? akurr- ‘colt foal’ (< * ? a-kurr), (diaL) kurr- ‘young of an 

ass’, Amh k w erk w er, Gurage *kurkur interjection one uses when 
calling a donkey 

Chad: Bolewa koro, Karekare kwaro, Ngizim kwárá, Bade kooron ‘ass, 
donkejf (Štolbova), budma koro, Ngala koro, Makri kóro ‘ass’ 
(Porkhomovsky), Musgu kurék ‘he-ass’, kurkí ‘she-ass’ 

Omot Kafa kúro Moč a kúro, Gimirra (Še) kujr, Čara kurá ‘donkey’ 
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4 . *dam-Vr ‘kind of equiď _ 

Sem: Akk (OBab) damdamm- ‘mule’ 

Cush: Bedauye daměr, Somali dáměr (and dáběr), Bayso derngr 
‘donkey’ 

Berb: Zenaga demma ‘mehari camel’ 

Chad: Kotoko (Buduma) démde ‘calt, foal of horše’ (< “dVmdVm), (?) 
Kera dáarjá ‘maře’ (q < *m under the influence of d-?) 

5. *dVm-Vl ‘kind of antelope, gazelle’ (cp. #6) __ 

Cush: Hadiyya damal-iččo ‘decula antelope’ 

OmoC Yámma duma ‘bubalis antelope’ 

Berb: Ahaggar e-demi ‘gazelle sp.’, Zenaga dámi ‘gazella rufifrons’, 
Sawiya Ja-demu-t ‘gazelle’ 

6. *pVrV( ? ) ‘kind of equiď _ 

Sem: Akk párů ‘onager, mule’, Hebrew párá ř , Arab fara ř , Ep SAr fr ř 

‘onager’ 

Chad: Gerka péru, Mokilko púrú, Ron (Daffo-Butura) purí, Mwulien 
puró ‘horše’ 

Cush Somali fáraw ‘zebra’ (f- < *p or *fi cp., however K w adza falala 
‘zebra’: according to Ehret < *fora/*foda ) cp. also Angas fír 'k. of 
antelope’ < *f-) 

Omot: Ometo (Wolamo, Čara et al.) fara ‘horše’ 
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7. ♦pVrVs 'horše’ _ 

Sem: Hebrew pSraš, Aram (Old) prš (?). Arab faras- ‘horše’, Sabaic 

prsi ‘horše, maře’, Gs'sz fáráš, Soddo fáráš ‘horše’ 

Cush: Bedayue fárass, Somali faras, Saho ''Afar farár, pL faris, Hadiyya 
farašó, Sidamo farašo ‘horše’ (all < Ethio-Sem?) 

Omofc Kafa haraš-5 ‘horše’ (h- < *p or > *f), Mao farša (Fleming) 

‘horše’ (< Ethio-Sem?) 

Chad: Ron(Ša) píríš, (Kulere) púríš, Tera pirši, Hona purše, Gabin 
pirse ‘horše’, Mubi firso ‘stallion’ (Chad forms are hardly < Arab, 
since the term is not attested in Hausa which has always been a 
mediator language for Arábie loans in Chadic; possibly Chad < Arab 
via Kanuri?) 

8, *?V-bVr ‘horše’ _ 

Sem: Hebrew ř abbír ‘steeď 

Omot Kafa baráyě, Moč a báraye ‘maře’ 

Chad: Sura barii), Angas briing, Ron (Fyer) buri, (Bokkos) mbiri ‘horše’, 
Dangaleat bóórá ‘horše, maře’, Logone mbúrí, Affade boró, Kuseri 
bori ‘ass’ (see Štolbova) 

Eg (Din 18) lbr ‘steeď (< West Sem?) 
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V. HUNTING, ROAMING, FOLLOWING HERDS (OF WILD UNGULATE) 


1. *rV s ‘to follow herds, to migrate' _ 

2. -gat > •kat ‘hunting (wild) sheep, goats' _ 

Sem: Aram (Syř) qút- ‘herd’, Arab qaw^- ‘flock of sheep’, qawwafa ‘to 

pasture, to shepherď 

Cush: Somali úgád ‘game animals, prey\ ugáad-si ‘hunting’, Sidamo 
ugat- ‘to hunť 

Berb: Siwa Nefusa t-yát, Mena$ěr yat, Tuat Gurara Mzab t-yat (< *-yat- 
t) ‘goať 

Chad: Gera, Ron (Sa) gad- ‘to go hunting, to hunť 

3. “kVd ‘flock of sheep, goats; to follow flocks’ _ 

Sem: Akk náqid-, Hebrew nčqěd. Aram (Syr) nuqd- ‘shepherď, Arab 

naqad- ‘sheep of weak race’ (all < *nV-kVd) 

Omot: Kafa Moč a qiddo ‘shepherd, herdsman' 

Berb: Ayr EWlmd a-yadyad ‘flock of goats’ 

A. *g w Vr ‘corral, enclosure (made of stone)’ _ 

Sem: Amh g w árrátá (T-stirps) ‘to build a coarse structure by piling up 
stones', Wolane girrá-t ‘stone wall’ (cp. Akk ? igar- ‘wall’, Aram 
ř igár, ř eggár, ř egár- ‘roof, etc., all considered a Sumerism; see S. 
Kaufman, The Akkadian influences on Aramaic) 

Berb: Ahaggar a-gror ‘enclosure made of dry stone’, Išqern a-grur ‘row 
of stones’, Sus a-grur ‘enclosure, pen’, Nefusa a-yrur ‘dry hedge’, 
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Guanche (Palma) tigorte ‘enclosure for cattle’ (ti-gor-te), Tenerife 
Gr Can Palma) goro ‘corral for smáli cattle’(Wolfel) 

Chad: Mbara gúrú ‘enclosure for cattle’ 

5. "dVb-n ‘enclosure for trapping ungulate animals’ _ 

Sem: Aram (Syr) debn- ‘enclosure (for cattle, horses)’, Arab dibn- 

‘enclasure in the open pasture-site’ 

Cush: Somali dábníln ‘act of trapping’, dábiní- ‘animal trap’, dábad 
(obsolete) 'a trapper’ 

Chad: Hausa dabi ‘a thatched roof resting on poles, a hunteťs covered 
platform’ (cp. dabaibayi ‘hobbling forefeet of an animal’) 

6. *g( w )yč ‘to migrate, to roam from plače to plače (for pasture?)’ 

7. *pVh ‘trap’_ 
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VI. DWELLING 


1. * ř a-bVl ‘dooř’ _ 

Sem: Akk ? abull- (> Sumer abul?), Hebrew ?úbál (hapax legom.), Aram 

(Syr) ř abúl- ‘gate’ 

Cush: Xamir bila ‘dooř’, Quara béla ‘opening, window’, Oromo balbala 
‘dooř’ 

(?) Berb: Ahaggar e-belel ‘breach, opening (in the rock)’ 

Chad: Seya bil (b < *bH), Buli béla, burma bél-kepsi (kepsi ‘huť) 
‘doorway’ 

2. *h w n ‘camping, setting up a tenť 


3. ‘*h w VčVr ‘fenced camp, compounď _ 

Sem: Hebrew há$ěr ‘camp, court-yarď, Phoen hsr ‘court-yarď, Aram 
(Syř) hir-t- (< "hiV-t- < *hičr-) ‘camp, fortress’, Arab hadar- ‘area 
inhabited by settled population’, Harsusi hezáwr ‘to migrate 
from the desert to the town in summertime to get water’ (cp. 

Sem “hVčVr Ugaritic ljzr ‘farm-steaď, Arab hzr 'to enclose with a 
Wall’, bi-jár- ‘enclosure, pen’, Ge^ezhsr ‘to enclose with a bank') 
(?) Cush: Bedauye esěr-, Solmali i 3 ar- ‘enclosure, pen’, Oromo i^ar ‘to 
fence’, Sidamo hutá ‘fence, fenced-in grounď, Hadiya ótoro ‘court- 
yarď (cp. Dolgopolsky, correspondences are not secure) 

Berb: Guanche (Gr Can) ajodar, axodar (< *a-Hodar < *a-hoóar?) 
‘fortified site, fortress’ 

Chad: N^anye hwude, Gudu hwódócii (< 'H^dV-t-?) ‘compounď 
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4. "qVii/um ‘tent, huť 


5. *qVn ‘hut, tent, home’ 


6. *gaur ‘community dwelling of neighbors (kinsmen?)’ 

Sem: Hebrew gár “to dwell as a guest (of a foreigner)’, Arab jjár- 

‘neighbor’, 3wr (A-stirps) ‘to live close by’, Ge'ez gor ‘neighbor’, 
Tigre Tigrai gwr (T-stirps) ‘to be a neighbor’, Amh gorá-bet 
‘neighbor’, Harari Selti Zway gár ‘house’ 

Cush: Bedauye gá ? ra, gár ? a ‘courtyarď, Somali gurá ‘house’, (?) Hadiya 
jjágara ‘smáli house’ (Semito-Cush parallel proposed by 
Dolgopolsky) 

Berb: Ghadames gurár-en (pL) ‘public water-closets’ 

Chad: West Chad “garV ‘village, town’ (Hausa gáň, Gwandara geri, 
bolewa gorwu, Ngamo gargu. Dwot géri [Štolbova] Jegu géer 
‘house’, ‘village’, Mubi gir ‘house’, Logone gáura ‘sheď, Mbara 
girimi ‘huť 

7. "cVb ‘wall, fence’_ 


8. *tVp ‘lidded opening in the roof (of the dug out?) serving as a dooř’ 


9. “bVnVw/y ‘stone building, superstructure’ _ 

Sem: Akk bny 'to build, to create’, Ugaritic bny ‘to builď, bnw-n 
‘edifice’, Hebrew Phoen Maab Aram bny ‘to build’, biny-án- 
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‘edifice, building’, Arab bny, Mehri benů, 3 ibbáli bené, Soqotri 
béne ‘to builď (cp. Sem * ř abn ‘stone’) 

Berb: East Numidian bn ‘home, family, wife’, bny ‘to build (?)’ (bn 

‘stele’ < Eg?), Ghadames ebni, Semlal benna, Nefusa ebna, Qabyle 
afcnu ‘to build’ (probably not Arábie loans) 

Chad: Hausa běně ‘upper store’, Bolewa bono, Karekare ben, Logone 
věni ‘huť, šonkor bínni ‘huť, Mube běni 'to builď 
Eg (MK) bnw-t ‘sharp stone (for construction), millstone’, bnbn 
‘stele’, bnbn-t ‘top of stele or pyramid’ 

10. *bir(-Vn) ‘fortified house, settlement’ _ 

Sem: Akk bir-, pl. bir-at-, bir-án-át-, Hebrew bir-á, pL blr-an-iy-ót, 

Aram (Syř) blr-et-, pL bír-án-át- ‘fortress, fortified building 
(temple, palace)’ 

Chad: Hausa birrii, pl biráně ‘wall, town’, Ron (Fyer) bur, Mandara birě 
‘huť, Bačama vúrá-to, Gudu vúrá-čil (-Č- < *t) ‘town’ (cp. Mbara 
bár ‘to cover a house’) 

11. < ’k( w )Vr ‘house, collection of houses’ 

Sem: Ugaritic qry-t, qr-t, Hebrew qiry-á. Aram (Syr) qeri-t-, Arab qiry- 
at-, Sabaic qr ‘town’, šibbáli §íré-t (< *kiry-) ‘town, collection of 
houses’ 

Berb: Ahaggar a-yrem ‘town, village, fortress, palace’, Izayan iyelm 
‘town, village’ (-1 < *r), Mzab a-yerem ‘town’ (< *kVr-Vm) 

Chad: Karekare kwaro ‘farm, house’, Matakam kwokwar ‘town’ 

Omot: kera ‘home, habitation’ (Fleming) 
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12. *bVt ‘hut, house’ _ 

Sem: Akk bit-, bět-, Ugaritic bt , Hebrew bayyit, Aram bayt-, bět-, 
Arab bayt-, Sabaic bt, Ge s az bayt, Amh bět 'house', Goggot bet 
‘house, dwelling, room’, Mehri beyt, bět, šibbáli bet, Soqotri beyt 
‘house’ 

Berb: Ntifa ta-but ‘mud-house‘ (< *ta-but-t?) 

Chad: Ron (Bokkos) bút ‘Fulbe huť, Sura bit Ron (Kulere) ř abút ‘huť, 
Zeghwana bátiwe ‘huť 


54 




SINO-CAUCASIAN 

LANGUAGES 



NOTES ON THE SINO-CAUCASIAN AFFINITY OF SUMERIAN 

(PRELIMINARY REPORT) 


John Bengtson 

As is well-known, the Sumerian language has been compared with a wide variety of other 
languages in the attempt to find linguistic kinship, and to this day there is no agreement on the 
classification of Sumerian. 

In recent months, the author has been investigating the possibility of including the Sumerian 
language with the Sino-Caucasian (=Dene-Caucasian) macrophylum, as suggested by Vítaly 
Shevoroshkin. As discussed further below, I now consider the Sino-Caucasian affiliation the most 
promising possibility. This hypothesis is supported by isoglosses in basic vocabulary, of which 
the following list is suggestive, but not exhaustive: 

(1) Šumme - e-me ‘tongue’: Bsq mihi, NC *melc’c’i, ST *mlaj ‘tongue’; Buř -melf ‘jaw’ 
(NSC 1, SC 61) 

(2) Sum igi ~ ibi ‘eye’: Bsq be-gi, NC *?wilhi, Buř -1-, iil-, Yen *de- ‘eye’; ST (Tib 1-tá), 
ND **?iil- ‘to see’ (NSC 3, SC 16, RS 14.1) 

(3) Sum stí - zu ‘tooth’: NC *cilb V ‘tooth’; ST (Tib -c h ul- ‘mouth’; cf. Sbalti co, Manchati 
c h oa ‘tooth’) (NSC 19, NC 1, IST 135) 

(4) Sum ka ‘mouth, face’: Buř -xa-t, ST *ka, ND *-qa ‘mouth’ (NSC 20, P 79) 

(5) Sum dub-bin ‘fingeť: NC *ťup’V, Yen *top- ‘fingeť; ST (Tib t b eb ‘thumb’; cf. Tib - 311 b- 
‘fingeť, Bur cUp ‘fingeťs breadth’ (NSC 24, SC 1.15) 

(6) Sum su ~ u -zu ‘flesh, body’: Bsq soin ‘upper body’, NC *činHV ‘game, animal’, ST 
(OChin *šjěn ‘body’, ND (Ath *-can? ‘flesh’) (NSC 43, STC 181, P 175) 

(7) Sum mud ‘bkxxť: Bur mUlt- id. (NSC 46) 

(8) Sum tis ‘blood, love, etc.’: Bsq bi-ňoíz ‘heart, love, etc’ Bur -as ‘heart, minď (NSC 48) 

(9) Sum bir ‘kidney’: Yen *bajbVl ‘kidney’; cf. Bsq barrabil ‘testicle’ (NSC 50, Yen p. 171) 

(10) Sum peš ~ li-biš ‘heart, bowel, womb’: Bsq(h)eríze - (h)erxe, NC *He-werk’k’V ~ 
-pertCtťV, ST *Pik, Yen *pi?il ‘bowel, guť (NSC 54, SC 1.9) 

(11) Sum i-zť ‘fire’: Bsq su, NC *c’aji ‘fire’; ST *c b a ‘hoť; ND (Haida č’aa?~ ‘liře, etc’) (NSC 
65, T305, BNC 85) 

(12) Sum ug‘sun, day’: Bsq igu- - egu- ‘sun, day’, NC *? w iGGi -nV ‘day’, Yen *xiGa ‘sun’, 
*xi(?)G ‘day’, ND (? Tlingit Xaga-n ~ aga- n ‘sun’) (NSC 68) 

(13) Sum u-sar ‘new moon’: Bsq i-zarr, NC *Ha- 33 "'arfj ‘stať; Bur \A-č h aar ‘moming stať; ST 
(TB) *<far‘sun’ (NSC 73, BNC 84, T 337) 

(14) Sum ma ~ ma-da ‘lanď: NC *me/-^V, ST (TB) *mtey ‘earth’; Buř mal ‘fielď (NSC 75) 

(15) Sumzá ~zé ‘stone’: Yen *ct?-s, ND (Ath) *ce‘stone’; Bur <?Vs‘mountain’(NSC 80, P 
180) 

(16) Sum ttt‘to pour ouť: NC (Abkhaz t w a- ‘to pouť; Bsq i -thoi, Bur thii-š ‘a drop’; Bsq thu, 

Bur thuu- ‘to spiť, NC *tujV‘ to špit, spittle, etc.’ (NSC 82, T 316, RS 6.1) 

(17) Sum ur‘dog’: Bsq hor, NC (NakhDag) *xwar, ND (Haida Xaá) ‘dog’ (NSC 87, T 168, 
BNC 72a) 

(18) Sumaz‘beať: Bsq hartz, ND *Xwac- ‘beať; Yen *Xas‘badgeť; NC (Dag) *XI w VrčV 
‘marten, squirrel’ (NSC 90) 

(19) Sum sigg ‘to fill’: Buř šek ~ $ok ‘full, filled up’ (NSC 111) 
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(20) Sum zag ‘might, strength’: NC *c’aq’q’V ‘strcngth’, Bsq zak/i-arr‘strong’, ST *chák‘íům, 
harď, Yen *sak-ai ‘hard, stiff (NSC 113, SC 11.14) 

(21) Sum ten ‘colď: Bur t^atine ‘colď; ND *tin- q- ‘ice, to freeze’ (NSC 120, P 264) 

(22) Sum sigy ‘yellow, green’: Bur $Ik-ork ‘yellow’, £/g-Am‘green, blue’, NC *ččakk w V 
‘yellow, white’; ST *čák'red, golď; ND *cuX- ‘yellow’ (‘green, blue’ in some languages) 
(SC p. 25, P 249) 

(23) Sum ur‘person’: Bsq atr‘male’, Hatti wur, Hurrian ewri-, Bur hiir, NC *Hir-k’ w V ‘man’ 
(NC 7) 

(24) Sum geme ~ gem ~ gen ‘maiden, woman’: Bur qUma ‘concubine’; NC (Dag) *q n VmV, 
Yen *qVm- ‘woman’ (Yen 24) 

(25) Sumzi‘name’: Bsqi-zen, NC *}} w er?t ST (Tib m-can), ND (Tanana -o-zad, etc.) ‘name’ 
(BNC 59, P204) 

(26) Sum a -na ‘whať, na-me ‘who, which’: Bsq no, Yen *?an ‘who’; NC *nV (interrogative), 
*nj‘which’; Bur (Wer-chickwar) a -na ‘where’; ST (Tib na ‘when’, OChin *naj‘ how, whať 
(Tp. 87, SC 9.3, VS 24) 

(27) Sum a-ba ‘who’: Bur be, (Werchikwar) bo ‘whať, be-se‘why’ 

(28) Sum za ~za-e‘thou’: Bsq zu‘you (pl)\ NC *ž w V- id. 

(29) Sum ma ~ ma-e T, -mu, -ma ‘my’, me-, -me ‘we, ouť: Buř (occasional) mi, ‘my’, mi, mi- 
‘we, us, ouť; Yen *b- (first person, in possessive ‘my’ and element in verbs) (Yen 16, VS 
62) 

(30) Sum -ta (locative, comitative), -da (ablatíve): Bsq -ta- (locative), NC *-íV(locative, lative), 
Bur -A.te - -e.te ‘on’, ND *-ta (comitative) CT p. 73, NC 60) 


Phonetic Developments. A hypothesis of genetic relations is based primarily upon lexical 
and grammatical correspondences—and only secondarily are phonetic correspondences extracted 
from the corpus of resemblances. The seasoned comparativist will mote several cases of regular 
correspondence in the etymologies above, as well as some cases that appear anomalous. Some 
tentative notes and explanations will be given here: 

(1), (2), (3), (7), (14): It would appear that SC intervocalic/final **-!-, -Jaře lost in Sumerian 
or, at least, not shown in the cuneiform notation. 

(3), (6): The apparent altemation of s ~ zmay originally háve been conditioned by the presence 
or absence of prefixes or the presence of different prefixes. Notě the analogous altemation in (10) 
peš~ li -bis. Similar altemations háve been noted in Basque (in-ar ~ i -har ~ txin -gar ‘hot coal’), 
Burushaski (buur‘haiť ~ -1-puur ‘eyelash”), Sino-Tibetan (cf. Tib b -kat] ~ A-gaij, k^otj, different 
forms of the verb ‘to fill’, STC p. 124, IST 36), and Na-Dene (cf. Tlingit -taq ‘inlanď ~ dAq, 
without prefix P 269). 

(6, 25): These cases may indicate the development of SC **-N and **-NH-, first to 
nasalization of the preceding vowel, then to the simple vowel in Sumerian notation: 
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**cunH- > 
**Sin- > 
**SaNH- > 


**cúu- > Sum su - -zu ‘flesh, body’; 

**SH- > Sum zi ‘name’; 

**SS3- > Sum sa ‘sinew’ (cf. Bsq zain, NC *SčmhIV, TB, 
*-sa, NSC55) 


(10); Sumerian s here corresponds to the palatal consonants in Basque and NC. This ‘satem- 

like’ palatilization is characteristic of western Sino-Caucasian (NSC 28,54,71). 

(3), (6), (12); Sumerian u corresponds to NC *4. 

(1), (6), (10), (11), (13): Sumerian e-me, u-zu, li-biš, i-zi, and u-sar exhibit the class 

prefixes—orremnants thereof—that are well-known in Sino-Caucasian languages, forexample: 

Basque: e-gurr ‘firewood’, o-dol ‘blood’, 7;'-stu ‘spittle’, í-thoi ‘drop’, W-hotz ‘heart’, etc. 

North Caucasian: *He- berc’i ‘wolf, *Hi- mic’c’V ‘enď. *Ha-z 3 w aríi ‘stať, *7íe-c’ w emV ‘eyebrow’, 
*H w i-rin££i ‘nighť, */ť*í-mÍ 33 u ‘honey’, etc. 

Burushaski: -a-kin ‘liveť, -a-mis ‘fingeť, -a-qat ‘armpiť, 7a-č h aar ‘moming stať, -n-dil ‘breasť, i- 
ric ‘kidney’, -a-si ‘stár’, etc. 

Sino-Tibetan: Kachin o-myi ‘eye’, Nung a-na ‘ear’, Burmese á-sa ‘flesh’, Mikir a-ri ‘hanď, Lhota 
Naga e-qu ‘neck’, Kachin /a-sa ‘sinew’, Hruso ii-coq ‘stár’, TB *m-sin ‘liveť, *m-kal 
‘kidney’, Dimasa bu- gur ‘skin’, etc. 

Na-Dene: Kutchin e-dí ‘hom’, e- 3 ey ‘eať, e-giin ‘arm’, o-í i ‘name’, a-ťan ‘leaf, a-vwo ‘egg’, i-ča 

‘tongue’, i-či ‘head‘, -an-ci ~ ‘nose’, -n-le ‘hanď; Tlingit iJ-cin ‘strong’, M-cin ‘strength’, etc. 

(I háve not found corresponding prefixes in Yeniseian.) 


Abbreviations of languages: 

Ath Athapaskan; Bsq Basque; Bur Burushaski, Dag (proto-)Dagestan; NC (proto-)North 
Caucasian; ND (proto-)Na-Dene; OChin Old Chinese (Ancient Chinese, Archaic Chinese); ST 
(proto-)Sino-Tibetan; Sum Sumerian; TB (proto-)Tibeto-Burman; Tib (Classical) Tibetan (=01d 
Bodish); Yen (proto-)Yeniseian 

Abbreviations of references: 

BNC Basque-North Caucasian (Chirikba, 1985) 

IST Introduction to Sino-Tibetan (Shafer, 1974) 

NC North Caucasian (Roots) (Nickolaev & Starostin, 1987) 

ND Na-Dene (Sapir, 1915) 

NSC Notes on Sino-Caucasian (Bengtson, 1989) 

P (Pinnow, 1966) 

RS (Shafer, 1952) 

SC Sino-Caucasian (Starostin, 1984) 

STC Sino-Tibetan Conspectus (Benedict, 1972) 

T (Trombetti, 1926) 

VS (Shevoroshkin, 1989) 

Yen (Starostin, 1982) 
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ETRUSCAN AS AN EAST CAUCASIAN LANGUAGE 
Vladimír Orel and Sergei Starostin 


Proto-East-Caucasian (=PEC) was recently reconstructed by S. Nikolaev 
and one of the authors of the present páper (cf. Starostin 1985; Diakonoff 
and Starostin 1986; and a comparative dictionary containing a large stock of 
roots now being prepared for publícation). Together with the Abkhazo- 
Adygian family (PAbAd), the East Caucasian family belongs to a larger North 
Caucasian (PNC) phylum and it includes the following branches: (1) Darghi- 
Lezghian, (2) Laki, (3) Awaro-Ando-Cezian and (4) Nakh. The fifth branch of 
EC, as shown by Diakonoff and Starostin (1986), consists of Hurrian and 
Urartian. This hypothesis, discussed earlier by Diakonoff (1971, p. 157f.), is 
supported by more than 150 Hurri-Urartian etymologies and a fundamental 
set of regular phonetic correspondences between Hurri-Urartian and other 
branches of EC. An adequate description of the PEC phonological systém can 
be found in Diakonoff and Starostin (1986, p. 6ff). Another ancient member 
of the PNC phylum probably belonging to the Abkhazo-Adygian (=AbAd) 
family is Hatti (see Ivanov 1985). 

We shall attempt to show here that Etruscan, a language of 
unidentified genetic affiliation, constitutes yet another branch of EC. As proof 
of our hypothesis we offer a fairly considerable number of Etruscan 
etymologies discussed below and a comparison of Etruscan words with PEC 
roots. It is worth mentioning that our analysis is limited to Etruscan data 
belonging to the "list of those words whose meaning is known with certainty 
or near-certainty" (Pallottino 1956, p. 275f ). The list in question was 
compiled by Pallottino (1956, repeatedly re-edited). In the present páper it 
is supplemented by a number of items taken from ďAversa (1979) and 
Pfiffig (1969). The etymological section of the present páper also includes a 
few Latin words of Etruscan origin. 

The list of etymologies, covering about 60 Etruscan words (i.e. about 
half of the words with a more or less definite meaning), is followed by a 
comparative outline of the regular phonetic correspondences between 
Etruscan and EC languages which corroborates the data analyzed in the 
etymological section of the páper. What we do not discuss in detail here is 
the problém of morphological analysis due to the poor and contradictory 
statě of Etruscan grammatical description. 
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As far as EC data are concerned, we cite PEC reconstructions by 
referring readers to the etymological dictionary (soon to appear in print) for 
further information. Hurri-Urartian parallels, however, are usually adduced. 


I. Etymologies 

1. Etr. al- 'togive' - PEC *’i-zzV- id. (cf. Hurr. ar- id., Urart. ar- 
id.). 

2. Etr. avil- year' - PEC *swěr(H)o- id. (cf. Hurr. šawala id., 
Urart. Stlla id.). 

3. Etr. ais- Goď - PEC *?amšV- God, sky' (cf. Hurr. Žžs Goď, 
Urart. éss id.). 

4. Etr. am- tobě' - PEC (PLezgh) * 5 i-ma(n)- id. (cf. Hurr. mann- 
id„ Urart. man- id.) 

5. Etr. -c and' (ušed enclitically) - PEC *-kV id. A popular 
comparison of Etr. -c with Lat. -que seems to be much less probable. 

6. Etr. cam0i 'kind of magistrature' - PEC ‘kwVntV- hero, boy, 
youth'. The first vowel of the PEC word may be *e, *i or *í. 

7. Etr. cap- vaše; cup (?)' (cap-e, cap-i) - PEC *qqwápl vessel'. 

8. Etr. cep- priestly title' (cep-ta, cep-en) - PEC ‘kwipí- prayer'. 

9. Etr. ceia kind of rituál; sacred acť - PEC *kakwV- prayer'. 

10. Etr. ci three' - PNakh *qo id. (cf. Hurr. kig id.). 

11. Etr. cl- son'(cl-an) - PEC *zilV- boy, youth'. 

12. Etr. zal-, es(a)l- two' - PNakh *ši id. (ď. Hurr. šin- id., Urart. 
si-se id.). 

13. Etr. živa- dead (?)' - PEC *ši?wV- soul, spirit'. For another 
semantic development of the same originál meaning cf. in Hurr. šeí-iri 
alive’, Urart. šu/oh-ori id. Notě that while the meaning 'dead' is generally 
accepted for Etr. živa-, a few scholars translated the word in question 
typical of epitaphs as alive. 

/ v/ 

14. Etr. zic-, zix- to write', zix- written, book' - PEC ‘šánqdjT- 
ink' corresponding to PAbAd *Š w oqIa book, letter'. Originally a PNC word 
for a natural dyestuff? 
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15. Etr. zil-, zil-c, zil-x 'kind of magistrature, praetor (?)' - PEC 
'ččfl(iiwV-/*ccíwitV- seed, kin, village' (cf. Urart. zil(i)B- seed, 
descendants). 

16. Etr. hec- to puť - PEC * ’V-kwV- id. (cf. Hurr. keb-, geb-, 
hew-, kew-, gew- id.). 

17. Etr. hin8- funerary world, hin0-ial soul, shadow - PEC 
•qIVntV- shadow. Semantically the Etruscan word bears a striking 
resemblance to the Hurrian reflection of PEC 'qIVntV-: Hurr. kundara , 
hundara abode of the gods. 

18. Etr. hu-0-, one of the numerals from four' to six , probably 
five (?)' - PEC *xwá-/‘fá- five'. 

19. Etr. hus-, huí- boy, son - PEC *u-+ŠwV- id. (cf. Urart. 
arša adolescents, boys). 

20. Etr. 0u- one - PEC *ca id. (cf. Urart. š(V)-usa firsť). 

21. Etr. mac, one of the numerals from four' to six', probably 
four (?)' - PEC ‘jěmqi- four’. 

22. Etr. maru- kind of magistrature 1 ( > Umbr. maro) - PEC 
‘már^V- man, male (cf. Hurr. mari(j)-anna charioteer', Urart. mara a 
rather highly placed group of the palace personnel ). 

23. Etr. me01-um nation, league of tribes (?)' - PEC *mel^V- 

place. 

24 . Etr. mex, mex-1 people, nation' - PEC *m?nxV- people, man'. 

25- Etr. muni plače, repository, loculus', mun-0 brder, plače, worlď 

( > Lat. mundus) - PEC ‘máswánV- plače. 

26. Etr. murs-, murs- sarcophagus, urn', murz-ua - PEC *mušu- 
r(a)- tomb. 

27. Etr. netsvis, netsvis' - haruspex - PEC *niwcV- prince, son-in- 
law 1 . Religious connotations are well preserved in PAbAd *nac„a Goď. 

28. Etr. ras-na, ras-na Etruscan; Etruria - , perhaps also populus (?)' 
- PEC *jalšV- man, husbanď. 

29. Etr. ri-1 at the age of. . .' - PEC ‘rV^ě season' (cf. Hurr. šin- 
arBu/o- two years olď and the like). 

30. Etr. sval- to live' - PEC 'cá^wV- alive; blooď (cf. Hurr. zurgi 
blood). 

31. Etr. tin day' - PEC (PNakh) *dě(n) id. 
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32. Etr. suti-, su8i-, su8i- abode, tomb' - PEC ‘ccwildV- stone 
construction'. 

33 Etr. (|)ersu mask' (originally mask of a ferocious animal’) - PEC 
*bHercT/e- beast of prey'. 

34. Etr. favi underground chamber in a temple' - PEC *fiwV- 
tomb (the second vowel in PEC may be *i, *í, *e or ’o). 

35. Etr. fanu worship site (originally on a hill?) - PEC *fana/e- 
hiir (cf. Hurr. fávana id., Urart. vávánp id.). 

36. Etr. elu-, ilu- to pray' - PEC **i-cV- id. (cf. Hurr. el(a)-m- 
oath' < PEC *(’i)c-inV-). 

37. Etr. *sant- > Lat. sant-erna - PEC *canda- kind of metal'. 

38. Etr. *vel- > Lat. veles warrior' - PEC *^Iwar?i/e- id. (cf. 
Hurr. hur-ada id., Urart. hur-ada id.). 

39. Etr. *pop(l)- > Lat. poples knee-cap - PEC *pimpV- knee. 

40. Etr. a9re building or its part , atrium ( > Lat. atrium) - PEC 
‘Ha^arV- Tence’. 

41. Etr. matu wine - PEC 'mHádwV- spirits. 

42. Etr. ati mother - PEC *ada(j)- id. 

43. Etr. sec, sex daughter - PEC *CVkwi- female. 

44. Etr. sr-en picture, figuře 1 - PEC *carV- line, scratch’. 

45. Etr. esera moon (?)' - PEC 'šVIHV- moonlight, light (cf. Urart. 
sél-ard moon, the Moon-goddess). 

46. Etr. *tin- > Lat. tinea moth - PEC ‘tihna/a - niť (the root 
vowel may be also reconstructed as *a). 

47. Etr. ac- to háve, to do (?)' - PEC *?aGGV- to hold, to také . 

48. Etr. lei- to die - PEC *?i(w)cV- id. 

49. Etr. 0a- woman, wife (?)' - PEC *^wVjV-/*ccwVjV- female . 

50. Etr. cver- boy (?)’ - PEC *kwar-nV- the young (of animals)'. 

51. Etr. cisu part(?) - PEC *qac4/u- piece. 

52. Etr. *hal- to drink, hal-x beveragel?) 1 - PEC ”Vj£-(w)V- to 

drink. 

53. Etr. lar-an war-goď (? < ’ral-an-) - PEC ‘rěrRV- war 1 (the 
finál PEC vowel is *i, *á or *o). 

54. Etr. 0ui now(?)' - PEC ‘pse id. 

55. Etr. nuz- smáli animal (?)' - PEC 'nawli- sheep . 

56. Etr. 0ra- milk, mother, bosom(?) - PEC '^a^ar- colostrum . 
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57. Etr. ma0- honey (?)' (connection with B 41 is questionable) - 
PEC *hT-m!^u- id. 

58. Etr. lec- high (?)' - PEC *?a-laqV- to be high'. 

59. Etr. *cul- > Lat. culina fať - PEC *XwílH- id. 


II. Comparative phonetics 


The above etymologies reveal a set of regular phonetic 
correspondences between the Etruscan and PEC consonantal and vocalic 
systems (numbers in parentheses refer to Part I). 


Consonants 


Labials 


PEC *p, *p, *b 

Etr. p/(J) 

*r, *r 

f 

*m(H) 

m 

*w, *Hw 

v 

Dentals 


PEC *t, *t, *d 

Etr. t/0 

*n(H) 

n 

*r 

r 

*rH 

1 

*i 

0 

Dental affricates and fricatives 

PEC *c, * 5 ( 5 ), *|(p, *|(|) 
*č, *c, *9 

Etr. 0 

s 

*s 

*š, *š, *š, *s 

0 

(-)z- 


-s-/-s- 


(7, 8,33,39) 

(34, 35) 

(4, 21-26, 41, 57) 

(2, 13, 19, 25, 27, 30, 34, 35) 


( 6 , 17,31,32, 37,41,42,47) 
(25,27,31,35, 47,56) 
(22,26,29,33, 40,45, 50,53,56) 
( 2 , 38, 53) 

(see below) 


(20,23,27, 40, 49, 54, 56,57) 
(30, 32,33,37, 43,44,51) 
(2,25) 

(3, 12-14, 19,26,28,45,55) 
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Laterals 


PEC * 5 ( 5 ), *8(8) Etr. C-//Z- 

- 1 - 

*-rj- -r- 

* 1 , *i 1 

*1H r 

Notě: Laterals change into c- before back vowels and z- before front 
vowels as in Hurri-Urartian where lateral affricates are reflected as g-, k- 
before back vowels and as z-, š- before front vowels (cf. Diakonoff and 
Starostin 1986, p. 47ff). 


(11,15) 

(1,30, 36,48, 52) 

( 22 ) 

(11, 15,23,28, 58, 59) 
(45) 


Velars 


PEC *k(w), *k(w), *g(w), Etr. c/x 
*q(w), *q(w), *GG, *Xw 
*x(w) h-, -x- 

*ql h-(?) 


(5-10, 14, 16, 21, 43, 47, 50, 51, 
58,59) 

(18, 24) 

(17) 


Larvngeals 

PEC *?,**, *H Etr. jgT/h (1,3,4,16.36,40,47,48.56-58) 


Vowels 


The following correspondences háve been established for vowels in 


nouns. 





PEC 

‘a 

Etr. 

a 

(3,7,22,35, 37,40,42) 




e/i after velars 

(9, 50,51) 

PEC 

*á, *i 

Etr. 

e/i 

( 8 , 13-15,46) 




a after labials 

(34, 41, 57) 

PEC 

*aw(á) 

Etr. 

u 

(25,55) 

PEC 

*e 

Etr. 

e 

(23,33) 




i after *w 

(2, 54) 

PEC 

*3 

Etr. 

e 

(24, 38) 

PEC 

*i 

Etr. 

e 

(27) 




u/o after labials 

(19,39, 59) 

PEC 

*u 

Etr. 

u 

(26) 
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Two exceptions to the above systém should be noted. # 51 shows Etr. 
i as a reflection of PEC *a while in # 32 we find Etr. u instead of a as a 
reflection of PEC *i after a labial. 

A speciál kind of development is characterisitic of roots displaying a 
*jVRC- structure in PEC (see below). In Etruscan such roots háve a regular 
a (21,28). 


Consonantal clusters and morphonemics 

Despite the limited amount of materiál in Part I it was still possible to 
discover an interesting morphonological rule in Etruscan: PEC roots 
reconstructed as *jVRC- appear in Etruscan as *RaC- (21,28). 

It is also possible to establish a few rules concerning the development 
of ancient consonantal clusters: 

(a) PEC *-NT- > Etr. -nT- (6, 17, 37) 

PEC *-NC- > Etr. -C- (3,14,24,39) 

(b) PEC *-rC-, *-Cr- > Etr. -rC- (26,33) 

Notě: T ■= dental: C - not dental 
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NOSTRATIC / EURASIATIC 
LANGUAGES 



SUMMARY OF NOUN AND VERB INFLECTIONAL CORRESPONDENCES 
IN PROTO-DRAVIDIAN AND PROTO-URALIAN 


Stephen Tyler 


[ S. Tyler has compared, for many years, Dravidian and Uraiic (Uralian) 
languages. From the point of view of Nostratic, both Dravidian and Uraiic 
represent two dosely related East Nostratic languages representing one of 
two branches, the other branch being Altaic. This means that the 
reconstruction of a Proto-Dravido-Uralic language is quite justified. As far as 
the chronology is concerned, both Proto-Altaic and Proto-Dravido-Uralic 
existed at the same time after having separated from Proto-Nostratic, or, 
rather, from Proto-East Nostratic - V.S. ] 



Proto-Dravido- 

Uralian 

Proto-Dravidian 

Proto-Uralian 

NOMINATIVE 

0 

0 

0 

GENITIVE/OBL1QUE 

V 

*-nV/*-tV 


ACCUSATIVE 

*-m 


*-rr. 

L0CAT1VE 

*-ne/*-te 

*_ ne /*-t e 

*-naj-na/ 

-tta 

DATIVE/LATIVE 

*-KV 

*-KK V/*-K V 

*KV 

PRESENT/HORT AT I VE 

•-K 

*-K 

«-(f 

PAST 
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1. Numerals consist of base with or without pronominal endings, as in 


Cheremis: 


ik 

ikte 

1 

kok 

koktat 

2 

kum 

kumat 

3 

nal 

nal at 

4 

Telugu 



oka 

okatí 

1 

ira- 

rendu 

2 

mu- 

mudu 

3 

nala- 

nálugu 

4 

. Bases may be either the simplex or compounds of two numerals. The first 
seven numerals are simplex 

Finnish 

kahdeksan 

8 (kak-ta - 2 + k(i) * 10) 

Tula 

enrna 

8 l en- “two" + ma - 10) 

. Pronominal endings in Dravidian indicate human, non-human, male, 
female, and humanific. 

Tamil 

ettu 

8 things 


envar 

8 persons 

Parji 

cěvir 

5 men 


cěyal 

5 women 


cěnduk 

5 things 


4. For Dravido-Uralian we can reconstruct the pronominal ending *-tu as the 
third person m/f/n suffix. Its reflexes in Uralian are -ta, -ta, t, -sí, 
-či, -s. In Dravidian they are -to, -ti, -di, -nru. 
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A. *kay- - “hand," “five,” “ten 


*kay- 



Notes: 

1. The “ten” forms are based on “five" and mean something like “five-many” 

or “five-full” 

2. man- < ‘man- “herd,” “flock," “many” 

3. -tu < *tv where -V is -u allophone of *uj *-ta/*-tu < ‘Du/-tu 

4 . v- < b- 
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B. *man- - “ten,” “herd," “flock,” “many” 


*man- 



Finnish 

kymmenen 

- 10 

Zyrian 

kykjamys 

-8(10-2) 

Kamasin 

aaml tun 

-9(10-1) 

Votyak 

kwamln 

- 20 (twice 10) 


n 



C. *en- "eight" 




Tamil 
Telugu / 
- 8 


. ettu 


Telugll ennimidi 

Brahui en-ma 
- 8 



rii-loke 2 

\ 

Hungarian 
Vogul 
E. Ostyak 


nQole 
n‘ol lotu 
ni ay 


- 8 


Notes: 

1. -ma < *ma(n) = “ten," “flock/' etc. and human numerical classifier. 

en-ma - 10-2. 

2. -loke < IElegein, logos “to count" * “ten.” ni-loke - 10-2. Cf. 

Lapp loge = 10, Vogul louu =10. 
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D. *cěi — - “seven 1 


*cěi— 



Tamil 

*ěru ■ 7 

Hungarian 

hět' 

-7 

Telugu 

*ědu -7 (debbadl » 70) 

Lapp 

clejá^ 

-7 

Tulu 

*ely - 7 

Selkup 

seeTčY 

-7 



Finnish 

seitse 3 

-7 



Kamasin 

4 

sej’bli 

-7 



Yurak 

sHlu 4 

-7 



Ostyak 

1ápat 3 

-7 



Ose. 

1 áuiat^ 

-7 



Zyrian 

siEim 

-7 


Notes 

1. -j + tá > t, or from IE*sap-ta 

2. -] + ta > já 

3. “1 + se (< -tá) > tse 

4. From IE*sap-ta oř -bu and -wgo with-pat/-wat forms in Ostyak 

below. 

5. *cěl- > ěj- > 1 a—/1 a— 
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E. ■mu- - “three,” “sii” 


M 


mu" 



■mu-ku-ta 



Tamil múnru 
Telugu múqlu 



■muk tS 

-3 
-3 

Kamasin muk tu’ - 6 
Skolt muk tyt - 6 
Yurak mat 1 - 6 


■ko-ta 

1 


Finnish 

1 

kuši 

-6 

E. Ostyak 

kut 

-6 

Hungarian 

hat 

-6 

Zyrian 

kv^Jt 

-6 



Notes: 

1. Possibly “twice three" where -ku- would be the duál suffix? Cf. Yurak 
sidnťet -8 < slďa - 2 and ťet - 4. Cf. also Yurak n’axarh - 3, 
Selkup ngSkyr - 3, Kamasin naagur - 3, all from naa + kar. The 
fiied element -kar is cognate withFinish kolmé, Hungarian három, 
harmaj Vogul xuram, etc. 
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THE PREHISTORY OF THE INDO-EUROPEAN VOWEL SYSTEM IN 
COMPARATTVE AND TYPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE 


Joseph Greenberg 


In Greenberg (1987:332), a work conoerned with the 

classification of the indigenous languages of the Americas, it 

was proposed regarding the third and least extensive of the three 

families posited, námely Eskimo-Aleut, that its affiliatlons are 

1 

in Northern Asia and Europe. The large group of languages 
defined was called Eurasiatic and was hypothesized as having the 
following membership: 1. Indo-European; 2. Uralic; 3. Yukaghir; 

4. Altaio (Turkic; Mongolian and Tungusic); 5. Ainu: 6. Korean; 

7. Japanese; 8. Nivkh; 9. Chukotian; 10. Eskimo-Aleut. Of these 
Uralic and Yukaghir form a separate subgroup as do Ainu, Korean 
and Japanese. 

By comparative perspective in the title of this páper, is 
intended the application of the comparative-historical method to 
this Eurasiatic group; in the present context to a single cluster 
of problems. Such comparisons will lead in certain instances to 
reassessment of phonological and grammatical characteristics of 
Proto-Indo-European as it is presently conceived. Just so when 
Hittite and the other Anatolian languages and Tokharian were 
discovered it led to changes in certain of our ideas concerning 
Indo-European, ideas which had received on most points, a broadly 
based consensus of Indo-Europeanists. In other instances it will 
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be confirmatory and in still others will help us to choose among 
competing theories. Most interestingly, as I believe holds 
true in the present instance, it may lead us to reassess our 
views and direct attention to relatively neglected and apparently 
marginal phenomena of Indo-European which will become more 
comprehensible in the light of the additional comparative 
evidence. Ideally we hope that internal evidence within a group 
of languages and external data will produce converging results. 

In the present instance, in which we will be concerned with the 
vowel systém of Proto-Indo-European and especially with the 
systém of qualitative apophony, I believe that a consideration of 
external evidence leads us to reevaluate internal facts of Indo- 
European and helps us to make them more understandable 
historically. 

In assigning Indo-European to the Eurasiatic family, it is 
by no means denied that Indo-European has more remote connections 
also. This is indicated by the very title of Greenberg (in 
preparation) "Indo-European and its closest relatives: The 
Eurasiatic family". The relationship of the present proposal to 
others that háve been made by various scholars, and particularly 
that of the influential Soviet Nostraticist school will be 
briefly indicated later. A more extended discussion is reserved 
for the work in preparation. 

Although the definition of Eurasiatic as described above is 
in its totality new, it should not be wholly surprising. There 
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háve been numerous, mostly pairwise comparisons aaong members of 

the family. As I háve pointed out a number of tiaes beginning 

with my earliest work on Afričan classification (Greenberg 1949- 

50), we should not be concerned with isolated hypotheses of 

relationship, but with a historical taxonomy of languages, which 

distinguishes valid groups at various levels. This concept is 

2 

analogous to that of the taxon in biology. Thus the Germanic 
languages, or the Indo-European languages are, to our present 
knowledge, valid genetio groups or taxa while one consisting of 
French, Albanian and Swedish is not, although all of the 
languages are related since they are Indo-European. 

This means that however important and well-studied a group 
is, it is the wrong method to just seek for some other group, to 
which one has noted resemblances and then seek to "prove their 
relationship " by proceeding immediately to reconstruction. Most 
well recognized linguistic stocks háve more than two branches and 
from the beginning of Indo-European studies in the nineteenth 
century, Indo-Europeanists háve found that it was nost fruitful to 
study all of the recognized branches in a kind of overall and, as 
it were, simultaneous comparison. 

In the instance of Indo-European truly enormous efforts háve 
been expended since the time of MgSller to prove a connection with 
Semitic. It is by now clear that Semitic and Indo-European, 
although ultimately related, do not form a nátur ad unit or taxon 
in the sense described above. As a result of generál recognition 
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of this fact, more recent efforts háve been directed to connect 
Indo-European with the broader Afroasiatic stock, the group of 
which Semitic is a single branch. 

On the other hand, within what is defined here as 
Eurasiatic, most discussion has centered on the connection 
between Indo-European and Uralic, largely because of the size of 
Uralic, its geographioal proxiraity to Indo-European, and the 
existence of a considerable body of specialists who háve produced 
an important body of comparative work. I believe, along with 
others, that there is a prima facie oase for the closer 
connection of Indo-European to Uralic than to Afroasiatic. If 
this is a valid conclusion, the question immediately arises, as 
indicated in the foregoing theoretical discussion, as to what 
other languages, if any besides Uralic, share a common ancestor 
with Indo-European and form with it a valid genetic unit, only 
more distantly connected with Afroasiatic and possibly other 
stocks. 

A number of prominent linguists háve pointed to Uralic as 
being especially close to Indo-European. Among these, speciál 
attention is directed here to consideration of the views of 
Holger Pedersen, who coined the term Nostratic. No one scholar, 
however prominent, can be endowed with authority on such matters. 
Nevertheless, since Pedersen, an eminent Indo-Europeanist in his 
own right, was more occupied with the question of the external 
relationships of Indo-European, than any other scholar in this 
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field, many of whom dogmatically excluded discussion of this 
guestion, his views are worthy of careful consideration. 

I will discuss briefly the four publications of Pedersen of 
which I am aware, in which he discussed this question. I believe 
that it will appear that my basio hypothesis is perhaps closer to 
his views than that of the body of scholars who now call 
themselves Nostraticists. 

The term Nostratic was introduced in Pedersen (1903) in an 
article which had to do with the sound laws of Turkish. In 
regard to certain resemblances of Turkic to Indo-European he says 
that to explain them the possibility of relationship must be 
taXen into consideration. Many linguistic stocks in Asia, he 
believes, are doubtless related to Indo-European. In this 
connection he mentions Ural-Altaic which was at that time 
generally considered to be a unitary family. He then introduces 
the term Nostratic for all the languages related to Indo- 
European. He does not enumerate them but adds that Hamito- 
Semitic should also be included. In 1924 in a book written in 
Danish and translated in 1931 into English, the emphasis is on 
the connection of Indo-European with Finno-Ugric. He States that 
the relationship is closer than between Indo-European and 
Semitic. "Moreover, the inflectional systems show greater 
relationship than in the čase of Semitic" (1931:337.) Although 
there are few lexical items in common "to děny relationship 
between the families would be overbold." Moreover: 
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"If we accept relationship, we are led yet further afield, not 
only to Samoyed which cannot be separated from Finno-Ugrian, but 
throughout all of Northern Asia and across the Bering Strait, 
because similar, though fainter, resemblances like those here 
cited are found also in Turkish, Mongolian and Manchu, in 
YuXaghir, and even in Eskimo." 

He then goes on to mention Hamito-Semitic "and possibly 
Basque." 

Once more in 1933 (p.309), he emphasized the connection of 
Indo-European with Finno-Ugric (Uralic). "There is here a sum 
total of agreements which excludes chance." In again asserting 
the closer connection of Indo-European to Uralic he makes the 
following statement which is of great interest in regard to the 
topič of the present study. 

"Probably Finno-Ugric is to be compared to Indo-European in 
its post-Ablaut stages, while it should be compared to Semitic in 
ifcs pre-Ablaut stage. From this it would follow that the 
separation of Indo-European and Semitic was at a more ancient 
period than that between Indo-European and Finno-Ugric." (ibid. 
308) 

Unfortunately he does not specify any details here e.g. 
whether he is referring to qualitative Ablaut, quantitative 
Ablaut or both. 

Finally (1935:330) he once more States his conviction 
that "a much closer relationship than between Semitic and Indo- 
European exists between Indo-European and Uralic." With 
regard to the latter relationship in the area of gramraatical 
elements you will "hardly find such a thorough agreement a 
second time." He once more mentions the possibility of agreement 
between the Indo-European Ablaut systém and that of Uralic. Here 
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he is somewhat more specific than previously in that he refers 
without doubt to qualitative Ablaut. Moreover the front-back 
harmony of Uralic is an innovation. However, there are numerous 
other cases of vowel alternation for which an internal Uralic 
explanation has not been found and as long as this is so "one 
should not exclude the possibility of finding traces of Ablaut 
which are shared with Indo-European (p. 332)." 

I believe it not unfair to conclude from these statements of 
Pedersen's that he viewed Indo-European as especially close to 
Uralic (Finno-Ugric in earlier statements) and that the closer 
relationships of Indo-European in generál are to be sought in 
eastern Asia (Altaic, Yukaghir and even Eskimo). 

Other linguists besides Pedersen háve pointed to a specially 
close relationship of Indo-European to Uralic. So Anttila 
(1972:320) in his well-known textbook of historical linguistics 
after mentioning Indo-Semitic, Indo-Uralic and Ural-Altaic 
States "The Indo-Uralic hypothesis is particularly strong because 
the agreement is good in pronouns and verbal elements as well as 
in basic vocabulary" (1972:320). Most recently Cowgill (1986:13) 
expressed his belief that of the language families with which 
Indo-European has been compared Uralic seems to present the most 
credible čase. He notes that basic correspondences exist in 
pronominal bases, endings and lexical items. 

Illich-Svitych himself in a páper which appeared only three 
years before the first volume of the comparative Nostratic 
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dictionary in an article regarding early Indo-European contacts with 
Semitic (1964:3) States that in Mjíller' s comparative Indo- 
European and Semitic dictionary along with many fantastic 
etymologies are a smáli number of quite probable ones but that it 
belongs to the part of the lexicon least likely to indicate 
genetic connections. He concludes (op.cit.:9) that since some of 
these are found in other branches of Afroasiatic than Semitic, 
Indo-European cannot be the source and that the resemblances are 
the result of borrowing from Semitic into Indo-European. 

He evidently abandoned the point of view that all the 
resemblances were due to borrowing and I share his 
later conviction that Indo-European and Afroasiatic are related, 
but his earlier conclusions strengthen the view presented here 
that the Indo-European connection with Afroasiatic is more remote 
than certain other ones including that with Uralic. 

One question raised by Cowgill (op.cit.) deserves further 
treatment at this point. While asserting that among the 
hypotheses concerning Indo-European that he is considering, the 
one linking it to Uralic is the best, he believes that the 
relationship is very remote particularly because of absence of 
cognates in the numeral systems. Because of the stability of 
numerals in Indo-European, one by no means found in numerous 
other well-recognized families, it has taken on an undue degree 
of slgnificance. At the cultural level of Proto-Eurasiatic one 
will not expect numerals above perhaps four or five to be stable. 
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However, once we consider Eurasiatic languages outside of Uralic 
which, on my view, does not háve a speciál relationship to Indo- 
European the picture beoomes quite different. There is important 
evidence regarding 'one' and 'two' and perhaps also 'three' 
including the following. 

Ainu has sem 'as, like, the same.' This root occurs with 
similar meanings in Indo-European (Pokorný 1959: 902) but 
alongside of the meaning 'same' is that of the Cardinal number 
'one' as in Greek, Armenian and Tokharian. Xn Korean we find oj 
'only' which we may compare with the most widespread Indo- 
European root for 'one' námely oi- with various suffixes (Pokorný 
1959:286). The meaning in Korean is identical with that of Greek 
oT-(os) , Cypriot oi-w-(os) and Avestan aeva 'one, only, alone'. 
Both Ainu and Korean háve tu 'two' which is of course identical 
with the stem of the common Indo-European word for 'two' (Pokorný 
1959:228) except for initial t in languages which háve no d. 
Perhaps also Tungusic * Tu-r (in which r is a plurál markér), 

Oroch iu, Orok du, Manchu iuwe belong here.(Tsintsius 1975:276-7) 

Aleut has ala-k for 'other, two' (-k is the duál ending cf. 
Uralic); Siberian Yuit Eskimo alak 'second,' Alaskan Yuit Eskimo 
alla 'another'; Ainu ara 'one of two' (Ainu has no 1 ), Chukchi 
a lam 'one of a pair, paired thing'; alvarj 'otherwise', and Amur 
Nivkh alv-erq , Sakhalin Nivkh alýaf 'behind, on the other side 
of'. The first of the Nivkh forms cited is a compound of which 
the second member is the word erq 'side' and therefore means 'the 
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other side'. The seeond contains the very common locative suffix 

-f. 

These forms are, of course, to be compared to PIE *al- 
’other' which generally appears with a presumed suffix -i as in 
Latin ali-us , Greek all-os < * alios . The form without the suffix 
was later attested for Indo-European in Tokharian A. Lydian a^a- 
may also contain the stem al- , depending on whether the Lydian 
sign transcribed A represents a velar rather than a palatal 
lateral (cf.Gusmani 1964:33) 

We may perhaps also cite Ainu re 'three'. This form is found 
in Batchelor (1905) and in all other more recent sources. 

However in Dobrotvorskij (1875) we flnd a number of Ainu words 
beginning in tr- which háve r- in later transcriptions. 
Dobrotvorskij's work is a large compilation, mostly containing 
his own recordings in Sakhalin but also all the earlier sources 
available to him. It is true that tr does not occur with 
camplete consistency and the existence of words with initial tr - 
was disputed by Batchelor. 

Several other observations regarding the relationship and 
subgrouping of Eurasiatic are in order. Altaic is described here 
in "traditional" terms as consisting of three branches Turkic, 
Mongol, and Tungusic. An examination of the etymologies in Poppe 
(1960) which includes Korean shows that it occurs much more 
infrequently than the other branches as defined in this work. 

Even Ramstedt (1952:1,104) the author of the hypothesis that Korean 
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is Altaic States also that "Korean is Altaic but has much in 
conmon with Ainu and Japanese which háve a common origin." The 
work of Patrie (1982) which is concerned with the genetic 
position of Ainu, first compares Ainu, Japanese and Korean and 
then with Altaic proper and comes to the conclusion that Ainu is 
more dosely related to Japanese and Korean than it is to Altaic. 
This conclusion is in consonance with that set forth in the 
initial section of this article, that Ainu, Japanese and Korean 
form a separate group within Eurasiatic and are not Altaic in the 
usual sense. 

It is natural for Soviet readers to ask what the connection 
is between the Eurasiatic hypotheses and the Nostratic theory. 

If by the latter is meant that the six groups usually enunciated 
as "classically" Nostratic are related then there is no 
contradiction and I am in agreement. Moreover Korean is included 
in the Illich-Svitych etymological dictionary although under 
Altaic. A whole series of languages included by me in Eurasiatic 
háve been considered to be Nostratic. As far back as 
Dolgopoloskij (1964) Chukotian was charaftsrized as being "probably 
Altaic" although not included in his comparisons. Moreover, 
Yukaghir which is particularly close to Uralic is included by 
Dolgopolskij in his citations. Illich-Svitych in his introduction 
to the Nostratic dictionary (1971:61) in reference to yukaghir 
notes that the work of Collinder, Angere and Tailleur while they 
do not allow us to consider Yukaghir a Uralic language do allow 


87 



us to consider its Nostratic character. 


I believe this agrees with the work of the scholars 
mentioned by Illich-Svitych who certainly did not claim that 
YuXaghir was a Uralic language but was rather related to Yukaghir 
as a whole. 

Dybo in an editorial footnote to the passage from Illich- 
Svitych just cited, adds that the same remarks probably apply to 
Korean and Japanese in relation to Altaic. Dolgopolskij (1984) 
in a comparison of personál pronouns includes not only Chukotian 
but Nivkh. Shevoroshkin and Markey (1986:50) referring to the 
work of Mudrák say that Eskimo-Aleut is probably also to be 
considered Nostratic. 

Thus all the groups included here in Eurasiatic with the 
exception of Ainu háve been asserted with more or less degree of 
confidence to be Nostratic. That it should also be included as 
having a speciál relationship to Korean and Japanese follows I 
believe from the work of Patrie which was mentioned earlier. 

Even Refsing (1986), obviously very conservative in such matters, 
in his grammar of Ainu cautiously endorses Patrie's conclusion. 

There remains the opposite question. What of language 
groups included in Nostratic but excluded from Eurasiatic? I am 
by no means denying the relationship of these groups: námely 
Afroasiatic, Kartvelian and Dravidian but I believe these 
relationships are more remote. We háve seen that Pedersen took 
the view that Afroasiatic is more distantly related to Indo- 
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European than is Uralic. Shevoroshkin, a leading representative 
of the Nostratic school in the United States has recently 
expressed his agreement with me on this matter (personál 
consnunication). Dolgopolskij does not even mention Dravidian in 
his earlier and later work in this connection. The only doubt in 
my mind that remains is in regard to Kartvelian whioh does, 
however, share a number of speciál features of vocabulary and 
grammar with Afroasiatic. If these, and no doubt other 
languages, are not Eurasiatic but are related at a deeper level 
to Eurasiatic languages, then the name Nostratic might fittingly, 
by tradition, be reserved for these languages. A primary task is 
then to ascertain the full membership and subgrouping of 
Nostratic as thus indicated. 

As we háve seen the notion of Nostratic as restricted to six 
branches, Indo-European, Afroasiatic, Uralic, Altaic, Khartvelian 
and Dravidian is really based on the Nostratic dictionary of 
Illich-Svitych (excepting for the occasional inclusion of Korean 
under Altaic in this work). Moreover this does not accord with 
the actual belief of Nostraticists, just as it did not with the 
inventor of the term Holger Pedersen. Why then were other 
languages not included? The answer along with a confirmation of 
my view of Nostratic as involving a larger group of languages 
than that found in Illich-Svitych's dictionary is to be found in 
a statement of two Nostraticists, Chejka and Lamprecht (1984:86). 
After discussing Pedersen and Illych-Svitych they say regarding 
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the six languages found in the latteťs comparative dietionary: 
"Obviously this does not mean that the number of Nostratic 
families in the world is necessarily confined to the six 
mentioned. Illich-Svitych in his generalizations ušed only those 
language families for which the proto-linguistic bases háve 
progressed to a satisfaotory level." 

In other word the Nostratioists háve in practice first 
required a reconstruction of eaoh family to be included. However 
this requirement leads to an arbitrary grouping. If classical 
Nostratic were to be viewed as a valid linguistic grouping in the 
sense discussed earlier, it would depend on the activity of 
linguists not on the languages themselves. 

Although this view of the necessity of comparing proto- 
languages only is widely held it is not in conformity with the 
actual practice of Indo-Europeanists or those of a number of 
other stocks e.g. Afroasiatic. Proto-Indo-European was 
reconstructed before such entities as a Proto-Germanic or Proto- 
Slavic. Indeed, the reconstruction of Germanic without reference 
to other branches is incomplete because, to také one example, the 
consonant alternations of Indo-European in accordance with 
Verneťs law is only explainable in terms of a reconstructed 
Indo-European pitch accent which had disappeared in Germanic 
itself. Indo-Europeanists háve not first required the 
reconstruction of "Proto-Albanian" by comparing the Tosk and Gegh 
groups before bringing Albanian into generál Indo-European 


90 



conrparisons. 

Moreover, the tendency of specialists in reconstructing 
proto-languages is sometimes to explain by improbable internal 
reconstruotions or to simply disregard irregulariti.es which 
tum out to be interesting and explainable in a broader historie 
context. 

A very similar oase in Nostratie is the exelusion of 
Yukaghir, criticized by Nostraticists themselves. In addition to 
two extinct dialects Chuvan and Qmok, only known from imperfect 
recordings, there are two very similar Yukaghir dialects, Kolyma 
and Tundra. It is clearly not necessary to reconstruct Proto- 
Yukaghir before comparing it to other languages. In addition to 
the work of Nostraticists there háve been numerous, mostly 
pairwise comparisons among branches or distinctively separate 
languages of Eurasiatic by linguists like Collinger, Bouda and 
Uhlenbeck. However the majority of pairs háve never been 
compared. Languages which háve been largely ignored in such 
studies include Aleut, which is never compared to any language 
except Eskimo and Yukaghir which has only been compared to 
Uralic. An overall comprehensive study in which all are brought 
into the comparison immediately shows fruitful results, just as 
it did in Indo-European when all the languages of the group 
háve been brought into comparative studies of the family. 

In Greenberg (to appear (a)) and (to appear (b)), I háve 
treated specific problems of Indo-European in both an internal 
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3 

and external framework. In the present study I discuss certain 
aspects of the Indo-European vowel systém, both from an internal 
Indo-European , and a broader comparative viewpoint. 

Since the basic outlines of this systém will be well-known 
to readers with an Indo-Europeanist background and háve been 
discussed in considerable detail both in generál handbooks and in 
specific monographs and articles, it will not be necessary to set 
forth the systém as a whole. However, I will enumerate several 
important aspects of the systém which will be more partioularly 
the objects of the present discussion. I will mention them 
roughly in the order that they will be treated and the extent to 
which they constitute the focus of this study. 

1. In the traditional Neogrammarian treatment, which has to 

a considerable extent survived into the present period, i and u 

are not true vowels in Indo-European but with their consonantally 

functioning allophones are sonants in the same class as r, 1, m, 

and n. Thus i^jy, u:w, £:r etc. Just as r and r are the zero 

grades of er ~or in accordance with the qualitative apophony e~ 

o, so y . and i are the zero grades of ei r-oi and similarly for w 
4 

and u of eu and ou. 

2. The relation between ei and oi on the one hand and i y 
on the other is called quantitative Ablaut and parallels that of 
e:o with zero, typically under unaccented conditions .One 
question that arises is the chronological relationship between 
qualitative and quantitative Ablaut, and, in the present context 
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whether either or both háve correspondences in other branches of 
Eurasiatic so that we háve to attribute them to Pre-PIE 
conditions inherited from an ancestral Proto-Eurasiatic. 

3. The peculiar typological position of what is 
conventionally reconstructed as PIE *a will also enter into our 
consideration. What is remarkable is of course its relative 
infrequency which becomes even greater if we exclude those 
instances in which, with the development of laryngeal theory, 
one accounts for many instances of a as due to an adjacent 
laryngeal (Hj). It is also deviant in its lack of participation 
in the Indo-European systém of vowel alternation. All this adds 
up to a marginal position for a vowel which on typological 
grounds would be expected to háve high frequency artd an important 
functional role in the vowel systém. 

I now consider more particularly the first point, námely the 
traditional Junggrammatiker treatment of i and u as sonants and 
therefore completely parallel to r, 1, m, and n. Given this 
doctrine it is no more conceivable that there should be an 
alternation between i and e or u and o than between r and e or r 
and o. 

This is clearly stated in what is, to my knowledge, the 
first book-length full scale discussion of the PIE vowel systém 
as it developed in the work of Brugmann and his collaborators, 
námely the monograph of HUbschmann. In it (1885:193-4) he 
States very clearly: 
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"i and u are only consonants and cannot occur in any Ablaut 
series except with y or w. They can never be lost. Whenever 
they appear in any series as a vowel, they háve arisen by a 
secondary process." 

The reason for this last statement was that in fact Htlbschmann 
was aware of a fair number of instances, particularly in Greek, 
Slavic, and Baltic, but also in Indie and in Latin in which 
i alternated with e between languages e.g. Slavic izu < j ízu 
<* xzu = Greek, Latin eks "out of", or between dialects of the 
same language e.g. Attic hestxa "hearth" = histía in other Greek 
dialects or as variants in related forms within the saně dialect 
e.g. Old Church Slavic večerů "evening", vícera "yesterday". 
Examples are also to be found of u varying with o. 

There háve been many statements of puzzlement regarding the 
i ^ e and u— o alternations which, of course, are in 
contradiction to the basic assumption that i and u are merely 
sonants and not part of the Proto-Indo-European vowel systém. 

Here are some of the remarks regarding this problém that I háve 
noted in the course of my research. 

Gllntert (1916:28-9), says concerning Greek forms in i and 
u where e and o would be expected: "These words háve always been a 
true dilemma ( eine wahre Crux) for scientific linguistic 
investigation." Kretschmer (1891:378) notes, once more in regard 
to Greek that "we find traces of unaccented vowels whose nátuře 
up to now has been completely puzzling (rfltselhaft)". Brugmann in 
the second edition of the Grundriss (1897, I, 119) notes, once 
more in regard to Greek that "in many forms i appears where we 


94 



could expect e without it yet having been possible to explain i 
in a satisfaotory way." 

In regard to Slavic in the standard Old Bulgarian grammar of 
Leskien (1910:17) it is noted that "the alternation between u and 
o is unclear." Senn, in his comparative grammar of Lithuanlan 
(1966:78) States: "One of the commonest deviations 
( Entgleisungen ) in Ablaut Series I is the introduction of an -i- 
grade without the help of a liquid or nasal." 

In regard to Indo-European * eqhs "out of" in which, Greek 
and Latin e correspond to Slavic and Baltic i, the standard Indo- 
European comparative dictionary of Pokorný (1959:1, 28) refers to 
the Slavic and Baltic forms as having a "difficult i" ("mit 
schwierigem i"). Referring to the internal Slavic dialect 
variation in the numeral "four" četyre and čityre . Meillet 
(1934:48) says "il serait imprudent de rien affirmer á ce sujet." 

In his standard comparative grammar of Greek Schwyzer 
(1939:1, 135) not only admits the i ~ e alternation in Greek but 
also u ~ o and notes that these often correspond to the same 
alternations in Slavic. 

In Indo-Iranian there are instances of i alternating with a 
< *e or corresponding to e in other branches of Indo-European. 
Garakrelidze and Ivanov (1984:259) cite Sanskrit siras "head" as 
cognate with Greek kéras "horn" and the variant forms sikvan and 
sakvan (< * sekvan ) "intelligent." These forms accarding to the 
authors "contain an i of uncertain origin". Another Sanskrit 
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example is sama "same" and s ima "each" (cf. the earlier cited 
Ainu sem "one"). Within Indo-Iranian Avestan -íina which forms 
indefinite, generalizing pronouns and is cognate with Sanskrit - 
Kuna (< *- čena ) are discussed below. 

However, in the more recent period, starting, it would seem 
with Kurylowicz (1956) , we find a number of outstanding Indo- 
Europeanists who recognize that an autonomous i and u existed in 
addition to the i and u which were zero grade of ei and eu . 

These include Szemerenyi (1967), Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984) 
and Mayrhofer (1987). As Szemerenyi (1967:71) States it: 
"Starting from the observation that i and u often represent the 
nil-grade of ei and eu they assume that i and u always represent 
the nil-grade of the aforementioned sequences." This, of course, 
by no means follows and in Szemerenyi's view assuming so gives 
us a falše sense of security. 

Moreover, as Szemerenyi, Schmidt-Brandt (1973) and others 
háve pointed out, many examples of ei^ involve earlier independent 
i in which e has been introduced analogically and the same would 
follow for u in relation to eu. 

If, indeed, there were independent i and u phonemes one 
would expect them to be reasonably frequent on typological 
grounds (especially in the čase of i) and perhaps to participate 
in the systém of gualitative alternation so that the apophonic 
series e:o would háve been to begin with, but one alternation 
within a larger systém, one which had already in PIE times spread 
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analogically and had become partially grammaticized (e.g. e 
present stem versus o perfect stem), while the others only 
survived in a marginal and sporadic way. 

It is quite clear what these alternations in which i and u 
participate would be, since we háve already encountered examples 
of e ~ i and o ~ u. Before the period initiated by 
Kurylowicz regarding the independent status of i and u, these 
alternations were treated in two ways. On the one hand they were 
ignored or the attempt was made to explain them away by ad hoc 
phonetic changes e.g. the explanation of the deviant u of Greek 
núks "night" as against o elsewhere by Brugmann (1897, X: 

598) as due to the labiovelar artioulation of the k. 

On the other hand, starting with Gllntert (1916) some Indo- 
Europeanists posited an alternation between i and e as well as u 
and o. Gtlntert and those who followed him considered i and u to 
be reduced forms of e and o respectively under unaccented 
conditions. They therefore assumed an additional reduced grade 
between full and zero. In GUnterťs terminology these reduced 
members of the short vowel series were called schwa secundum in 
distinction from the generally accepted schwa (Indo-Iranian i, 
but reflexes of PIE *a in other branches) which were zero grade 
of the long vowels and which they then called schwa primům . The 
most prominant adherent of the theory of schwa secundum was 
doubtless Hirt but other Indo-Europeanists e.g. Meillet assumed 
some form of the reduced grade. 
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Moreover, if we accept the existence of an independent i and 
u which does indeed alternate with e and o respectively as 
proposed by the adherents of the theory of schwa secundum, then 
we can see easily why, as assumed by Szemerényi and Schmidt- 
Brandt among others, there will be examples of secondary ei and 
eu in which e is of later analogical introduction. 

Given, to také the instance of i, the generally recognized 
alternation e^ei. and the alternation of historically independent 
i in e:.i which was receding before the series based on e:o, we 
find e participating in both alternations and under such 
conditions the normál expectation will be that an e which 
originally alternated with i will replace i in a large number of 
instances with the more popular and expansive ei . 

Finally, one may ask what evidence there is that in the 
alternation i:e and u:o, i and u are reduced vowels. First it 
should be noted that as Baldi (1983:16) States "we are very 
uncertain about the originál position of the accent in many 
forms." There are, however, several clear instances in which i 
is practically certain to háve been accented. Therefore the most 
probable conclusion is that originál i and u were simply 
indifferent to the Indo-European accent and could occur with or 
without it. Another possibility considered below is that in some 
instances i or u became zero when unaccented. 

Among the instances in which accented i seems vlrtually 
certain are the following. One is the interrogative pronoun 
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• kwi- one of the forms cited as involving an originál i by 
Gainkrelidze and Ivanov and concerning which Szemer^nyi asks 
rhetorically (1978:186) "But how could the strongly accented 
interrogative pronoun * kwis . * kwid be weakened forms?" 

Of course the same root does occur in unaccented form as an 
indefinite pronoun in some languages e.g. Greek, but we know that 
indefinites derive from interrogatives and not vice versa. 
Moreover we shall see later that this root is widespread in 
Eurasiatic in its interrogative meaning. Another example is the 
first person present of the verb "to be" which in West Slavic 
shows the reflexes of originál * is-mi . If the Indo-European root 
accent is certain in any grammatical category, it is in the 
singulár present active of -mi verbs. Notě also that Gamkrelidze 
and Ivanov in regard to the Sanskrit forms in i cited earlier, 
námely siras "head" and sikvan "intelligent" say that these 
examples of i cannot be schwa secundum. 

The view presented here therefore is that not only are there 
independent phonemes i and u but that they alternated with e and 
o respectively. This view has now been fully accepted by a 
number of Indo-Europeanists e.g. Mel'nichuk (1979), Palmaitis 
(1980) and more recently Speirs who does not cite the 
previously mentioned authors. Speirs (1984;39), regarding i <- e 
notes that "it embraces many forms whose vocalism has constantly 
defied explanation in traditional theory." The i e alternation 
is, of course, much more frequent than u ~ o as might be expected 


99 



on generál typological grounds, because it involves vowels 
which are in generál statistically more common. In my 
extra-Indo-European comparisons I will be concerned mainly with 
the i ~ e alternation. 

A further significant observation was made long ago by 
Pedersen (1904), námely that, contrary to the assertlon of 
HUbschmann, which was cited earlier, i and u may in fact 
disappear. This is in consonance with the notion that 
quantitative Ablaut is a more recent phenomenon than qualitative 
Ablaut, a theory posited by Kurylowicz (1937:205) and already at 
least hinted at by Saussure (1879:135) on the grounds 
that whereas the conditions for the zero grade in quantitative 
Ablaut were in a fair number of instances clear (absence of 
accent) this was not true of qualitative Ablaut. Indeed although 
attempts to explain the latter on internal grounds in Indo- 
European háve consistently failed, it is still an article of 
faith with many Indo-Europeanists that there was a "pre-Ablaut 
period." Of course everything had a beginning but for reasons 
which will appear, I believe that qualitative Ablaut 
conventionally symbolized e ~ o was part of a larger systém of 
alternations which goes back to Eurasiatic. 

It follows from what was said above that some IE roots 
reconstructed with root vowel e must háve an e which goes back to 
an e ~ i rather than an e ~ o alternation. These tend not only 
to alternate with i, but háve few or even no forms with o. 
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One of them is the root es "to be". We háve already mentioned 
the West Slavic form for the first person singulár present is-mi . 
From the same root we find in Old Church Slavic istu "true" and 
istina "truth". There is also the Greek second singulár 
imperative ísthi . Outside of Indo-European, Korean it- is a latě 
development of isi - "be, exist, remain" (Ramstedt 1939:71). In 
Kamchadal, the language which forms a genetic group distinct from 
the rest of Chukotian (Chukchee-Koryak) there is an auxiliary 

verb is "to be" (Bogoras 1922:76708) which in the vowel height 

4 

harmony systém of the language has the low variant es . In Ainu 
there is a negative existential isam "there is not" probably 
analyzable as is - "to be" and -am "negative"; There is also the 
positive verb isu "to be". 

Once we admit that the basic alternants of the stem are is 
es and s , the problems of the Indo-European s-aorist can 
receive a reasonably satisfactory and consistent solution. The 
formation of a past tense by suffixing a verb meaning "to be" is, 
of course well attested. In regard to Latin, the perfect 
second person singulár and plurál suffixes is-tl and is-tis are 
generally admitted to contain the aorist s and to derive from is 
which is also found in the perfect infinitive dix-isse . 
pluperfect indicative dix-eram and pluperfect subjunctive dix- 
issem . However they must, by current doctrine be separated from 
the forms of the verb "to be" esse . eram and essem which should go 
back to es. The Greek ewěid-e(s)a "I knew" traditionally a 
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pluperfect was already seen by Brugmann to be an -es aorist. The 
Sanskrit -is aorist cannot háve its i from schwa because this 
corresponds to the reflexes of a elsewhere. No doubt Sanskrit i 
has spread here analogically in Set bases. 

Another Eurasiatic root containing the e ~ i alternation is 
the Indo-European form usually reconstructed %eik - "to show, 
point out". The basic meanings seem to be "index finger" and 
then metonymically "to point". Latin diqitus "finger" is probably 
derived from this root. In addition to the full grade ei, and 
the zero grade i according to the usual account, e survives in 
several Greek forms which cannot be explained away. The stem of 
the verb in the form dek - is well attested in literary Ionic as 
well as epigraphically in Chios and Miletus (Bechtel 1924, 

III.180). These forms are passed over in silence by Schwyzer in 
his grammar and Frisk in his etymological dictionary (1960-70). 

In his dictionary Bailly (1895) simply says that Ionic has 
suppressed the i of the radical ei leaving the stem e. This is a 
description,not an explanation. Prellwitz (1905) says that the 
Ablaut pair e:ei has replaced the older alternation i_:ei while 
Chantraine (1968-80) admits that it can't be explained. 

Hofmann (1950) says that dek- is supposed to háve replaced 
dik- but admits that this is impossible and says that he 
has no hypothesis of his own. Buck (1910:45) says that Ionic 
dék-numi is perhaps a blend of deik- and dik- . These are just some 
of the cases in which Greek etymologists simply leave e ~ i or o 
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~u unexplained, ignore it, or set up ad hoc hypotheses. 

Hittite tekussami is another example of the e- grade in this 
root. In cases like Sanskrit dis "direction" and Latin dicis 
causa " there is no reason to assume that i of the root is a 
reduced vowel. In Eurasiatic it always appears as tek or tik and 
never is teik . In Eskimo we find West Greenlandic tiki-q "index 
finger" (-q is the absolutive), with similar forms in other 
Eskimo dialects, both of the Yuit and Inuit groups. West 
Greenland also has a derived verb tikkuaqpaa "he points to it". 
Ainu has tek, teke "hand" (Batchelor), and Dobrotvorskij has also 
recorded atiki "five". From the meaning "finger" we also get the 
meaning "one", from its use as a unit in counting. Korean teki 
"one, guy, thing" probably belongs here as do a number of Turkic 
forms e.g. Osmanli tek "odd (number), only, sole" and teken "one 
by one", Chuvash tek "only, just", Old Turkish (Uigur) tek "only, 
merely" etc.. 

A third Indo-European root in which there is both internal 
and external evidence for this alternation is bher - "to carry"; 
Old Church Slavic birati "to také", present berg "I také" is 
■atched exactly by the Chukchi verb "to také", which has the 
variants per pir in a vowel harmony systém based on height. 
Chukchee has only a single class of stops. Probably also Old 
Turkish bir, Osmanli ver "give" belong here. I will consider this 
Turkish alternation later. 

In a fourth important example, it is once more Slavic which 
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agrees with non-Indo-European Eurasiatic languages. In the 
oblique cases of the first person singulár Slavic shows i in the 
instrumental minoi . and the dative-locative mine but mene in the 
genitive-accusative. The same variation between a stem form in e 
and i is found in Uralic and Altaic. Redei and Erdelyi (1974: 

399)reconstruct mi-nS and me-nfl as variant Finno-Ugric forms of 
"I". In the Turkic branch of Altaic, we find in Old Turkish 
(Gabain 1950:91) ben . men and min as the nominative "I" 
and the same variants for the stem of the oblique cases. 

In Mongolian bi "I" alternates with the stem min- in 

the oblique cases. Tungus has exactly the same alternation as in 

Mongolian. 

There are two additional instances of i » e alternations 
within the same paradigm which are, unlike the just cited example 
of bher ~ bhir , generally reconstructed as Proto-Indo- 
European. One of these is the already mentioned interrogative 
pronoun in which it is generally admitted that the nominative 
singulár stem was kwi - (common gender, kwi-s nominative, kwi-m 
accusative, neuter kwi-d ) and for which in the oblique cases of 
the singulár the stem kwe - is generally reconstructed except in 
the locative, e.g. genitive kwe-svo (Szemerenyi 1970: 270:269). 
The stem form kwei- only occurs in the plurál. 

Even here there are indications of i grade in the plurál. 

The plurál neuter crul-a survives in Latin as a conjunction, and 
in the dat.abl. plurál guibus. The Hittite nominative plurál 
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kues also written ku-i-es shows e grade. In Lydian the 
two alternants háve developed into separate paradigms as relative 
pronouns , qi- and ge with gA in the oblique possibly showing zero 
grade. There is the usual attempt to explain this away (Gusmani 
1964:181). He maintains that either there is an internal Lydian 
change from gi to ge (it would be the only example of such a 
change) or ge goes back to gei, for which there is not the 
slightest evidence. It is my conjecture that the stem kuei - which 
is only attested in the plurál contains the same plurál -i as in 
the demonstrative to i etc. and is either originál or, more 
likely, the result of contamination with it. The true zero grade 
is probably ku- as in Sanskrit kuha "where?" and numerous similar 
forms. 

The other important example of a reconstruction of the e ~ i 
alternation for Proto-Indo-European is the parallel čase of the 
demonstrative stem seem in Latin nominative singulár masculine 
i-s for which Szemerenyi reconstructs (1978:268), masculine 
nominative singulár *is, accusative *im ; neuter nominative and 
accusative singulár *id, contrasting with oblique singulár *e- in 
the genitive masculine » esvo and other singulár čase forms. Once 
more the stem ei- only occurs in plurál forms. Szemerényi 
himself argues (op. cit. 267) against the attempt to také the 
alternation ei ' i as historically basic with later 
thematicization, asserting that such a process is found in no 
other pronoun and must be rejected. Both kwi ~ kwe and i ~ e are 
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widely found in Eurasiatic. Both forms show intralinguistic 
dialect variation and cross linguistic variability. In some 
languages with vowel harmony systems they are, as in the already 
cited exainple of Chukchi pir ~ per "to také", vowel harmony 
variants. The significance of this will be discussed later. 

In regard to kwi~ kwe it appears as an independent 
interrogative, "who?" or "what?", in numerous interrogative 
adverbs, as a coordinator (cf. Indo-European kwe ) and in some 
languages as a question particle or indefinitizer. It is found 
in one or more of these funotions in every branch of Eurasiatic, 
including Uralic, Yukaghir, all three branches of Altaic, Ainu, 
Korean, Japanese, Nivkh , Eskimo, and Aleut. Details of all these 
occurrences, which would require a páper in itself, will be set 
forth in Greenberg (in preparation). 

However we will be interested here in an instance in which 
srn Indo-European marginal element, that is not explainable within 
Indo-European, occurs elsewhere in Eurasiatic in the same 
combination and in which these other occurrences help us in at 
least envisioning a possible explanation. This is the form 
reconstructed in Pokorný (1959:641) as * kwene which occurs in 
Indo-Iranian and Germanic with indefinite or generalizing 
meaning. In both language groups it occurs suffixed to 
interrogatives. The examples include Sanskrit - £ana as in kas- 
(fana "anyone" and Avestan - čina with similar use and meaning. In 
Germanic it is found in Anglo-Saxon, Old Saxon and Old High 
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German in hwer-gin "somewhere" and from the frequent use of the 
indefinite with negative it takés on a negative meaning in Old 
Norse hverqi "nowhere". Pokorný gives the Gerraanic proto-fonn as 
«-yin (with grainmatieal change). Moreover the -i in Avestan Eina 
cannot be dismissed since i everywhere else corresponds to Indie 
i. The Sanskrit form with its palatal consonant must of course 
arise from kwe- . That the first part then is kwe ~ kwi and that 
it derives from the root kwe ~ kwi found as the common 
ordinary interrogative in Indo-European is clear. The semantic 
development of interrogatives into indefinites and generalizers 
is a commonplace change. But what are we to make of the second 
element *-ne, *-n for which no internal explanation within Indo- 
European has ever been suggested to my knowledge? In fact 
ordinary interrogatives of the form ken or kin are widespread in 
Eurasiatic. Examples can be quoted from Finno-Ugric, Yukaghir, 
Mongolian, Nivkh, Aleut and Eskimo and perhaps also from Turkic. 
Itowever, forms in ke, ki also occur e.g. Kamchadal k?e "who?", 
Hungarian ki "who?". Kola Lapp ke "who?". Sometimes 
forms with and without the n(a) occur in the same paradigm and 
from these examples it is possible to arrive at a notion of the 
originál function of -n, -ne. In the Finnic subgroup of Finno- 
Ugric we indeed find ke- and ken -. This is clearest in Ingrian in 
which ken is the nominative singulár but 

the oblique singulár is based on the stem ke, and the nominative 
plurál is ke-t . In Finnish itself the usual nominative is ku-ka . 
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cf. mi-ka "what?" but the archaic nominative singulár in ken and 
the stem ken - is still found in some singulár čase forms e.g. 
ken-en (gen.); ken-essa (inessive etc.) That the stem is really 
ke is shown once more by the nominative plurál ke-t-ka . In Kola 
Lapp, by a semantic development parallel to that of Indo-European 
we find the generalizing pronoun kene "anyone". 

The historical separateness of ke and ne is shown by 
the fact that the plurál of this generalizing pronoun is ke-q-ne 
in which g > k represents a widespread Uralic duál or plurál and 
that the ordinary personál interrogative is ke whose plurál is 
ke-g . 

Finnish and other Balto-Finnic languages háve kin or ki as 
an indefinitizer suffixed to various čase forms of the 
interrogative stems 1o- or ku- , e.g. Finnish io-ssa-kin 
'somewhere'. Whether this -kin is a borrowing from Germanic I 
cannot say. I fail to find any discussion of this matter in the 
two standard treatments of Germanic borrowings in Finnish, those 
of Thomsen and Collinder. 

Elsewhere as the simple interrogative in Finno-Ugric, kin 
rather than ken may appear (e.g. Zyryan kin ). Redei and 
Erdélyi (1974: 398) reconstruct kin ~ ken for Proto-Finno-Ugric. 

The non-Chuvash Turkic languages háve klm for "who?" and 
Chuvash has kam . Whether this finál ^2! is related to the ^n of 
the other Altaic languages I cannot say. 

In Yukaghir kin is "who?". In Mongolian ken is who?" and -n 
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has been extended throughout the singulár, but the plurál ke-d 
shows that -n is a historically distinct morpherae. 

An enclitic ha-qin is found in Nivkh suffixed to 
interrogatives with indefinite or generalizing force e.g. an 
"vAo?", an -ha-qin 'each one, anyone'. It is particularly common 
with negatives. That it is an enclitic is shown by its following 
inflectional markers on the interrogative as in an -ux-ha-qin 
"from anyone". The analysis of ha-qin as composed of ha "to be" 
followed by gin is transparent. It may also be suffixed to other 
substantives as a markér of focus, e.g. if-ha-qin . in which if 
means "he/she". This seems analyzable as "he/she who is". The use 
o£ a copula with a relative pronoun as in English "He who is..." 
is, of course, a frequent method of focusing in languages. The 
path of semantic development into a generalizing interrogative is 
not clear to me although the identity of ha-qin in the two uses 
is obvious and the focusing use follows more easily from its 
etymological analysis. 

It is in Eskimo and Aleut that the originál function as an 
an absolutive singulár or possibly a nominative singulár in an 
accusative systém found in the other languages becomes clear. In 
Eskimo and Aleut kl-na in the ergative systems of these languages 
is "who?" in the absolutive singulár. The other cases are built 
on a stem ki-tum - in Alaskan Eskimo with corresponding formations 
in other dialects. The duál and plurál are built on kin , kin-ku-k 
and kin-kut respectively. 
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What is distinctive about Eskimo is that the -na of the 
singulár absolutive is not confined to the personál interrogative 
but is found in su-na "what?" and the large class of 
deaonstratives e.g. ta-na "that". In these other non- 
interrogative forms the -n is not found in the duál or plurál 
e.q. ta-ku-k . ta-ku-t and the singulár non-absolutive stems is 
ta-m- , thus - na is clearly the markér of the singulár absolutive. 

The situation in Aleut is similar to that in Eskimo in that 
the word for "who?" is kin and this stem is taken as the basis 
for duál kin-ku-k and the plurál kin-ku-t . As in Eskimo the -n 
form is also found in demonstratives but here it is confined to 
the singulár e.g. wa-n "this"; wa-ku-k (duál), wa-ku-s (plurál) 
(Unalaska dialect). Aleut has no inflected čase systém so the 
question of an oblique stem does not arise. 

Outside of Eskimo and Aleut, the only branch of Eurasiatic 
in which -n or-na is found outside of the personál interrogative 
"vrtlo?" is Uralic for which a third person pronoun »se-n > Finnish 
han . plurál *še-k is reconstructed. Once again the absence of -n 
in the plurál shows that -n is not a part of the stem. 

The conclusion that emerges from this review of the facts is 
evidently that Indo-European -ne in kwe-ne was originally the 
markér of either the absolutive singulár in an ergative systém, 
or the nominative singulár in an accusative systém. It was 
probably confined to the personál interrogative where it is found 
in all the languages in which it occurs and its 
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appearance in Uralic *se-n and the Eskimo and Aleut deroonstratives 
is probably the result of a later analogical spread. 

We háve seen that the usual Indo-Europeanist reconstruction 
of the anaphoric and demonstrative exemplified in Latin i-s 
involves an alternation between i- in the nominative and 
accusative with e.- in the oblique cases for the singulár, parallel 
to that which we háve seen in the interrogative stem kwi- . Here 
also there are numerous related forms in other branches of 
Eurasiatic which are, as in Indo-European, near demonstratives 
e.g. Sanskrit iv-am "this" or pronouns as in Latin i-s . A 
further typological change is one similar to what occurs in many 
English-based pidgins in which, for example, hitem < "hit him", 
means simply "hit" and the -m is employed quite generally as a 
mark of transitivity. This development which, as we will see, is 
at a transitional stage to becoming a pure transitivizer will be 
discussed below in relation to Nivkh and Ainu. 

Uralic has a near demonstrative that, as in Indo-European, 
shows variation between e and i. This can be illustrated from 
Hungarian e-(z) "this" (cf. a^z "that") but i-tt "here". This 
latter has a dialect form e-tt . Collinder (1965:56-7) not only 
connects the Uralic and Indo-European form, but also cites the 
similar vowel alternation as supporting evidence. SetSltl 
(1915:32-3 had made the same comparison between Uralic and Indo- 
European and stated that it could not be the result of chance .In 
Yukaghir, in the Kolyma dialect, one of the two dosely related 
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dialects of the language which survives, -i forms 
the third person singulár present-preterite of intransitive 
verbs. It also occurs in the same class of verbs in the future- 
t-i in which t is clearly a future mark. 

All three branches of Altaic concur in *i as the third 
person singulár pronoun. In Turkic it survives in ^i (front 
and back vowel harmony variants) suffixed to nouns ending in 
consonants to mark the possessive e.g. Turkish ev-i "his, her 
house". It is also found, as in Indo-European in adverbs of near 
deixis e.g. Sagai i-d& "here". This latter form strikingly 
resembles Sanskrit i-ha < i-dha "here". In Mongolian it occurs 
in the independent third person pronoun, but only in the oblique 
cases e.g. Classical Mongolian i-mada "to him/her". On this 
basis Mongolicists reconstruct *i and assume that it formerly 
existed in the nominative in that form. Mongolian also provides 
evidence for the e variant in Classical Mongolian e-li "to do 
this", with which we may compare te-li "to act in that manner" 
and le-li "to do what?". The initial components of the two latter 
forms háve, of course, obvious correspondences in Indo-European 
and,it may be added, a number of other branches of Eurasiatic. 
Mongolian provides further evidence for e in the demonstrative e^ 
ne "this" (pl. e-de ). 

The situation in Tungus is similar to that in Mongolian in 
that i as an anaphoric pronoun does not survive in the 
nominative. However Manchu is an exception since it retains i 
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as the nominative of the third person singulár pronoun. The form 
with the vowel alternant e is found in Tungus demonstrative 
pronoun reconstructed by Benzing (1955:106) as * e-(ri) "this one". 
That this is the correct analysis is shown by comparison with Tungus 
ta-(re) "that one" and Mongolian te-re "that", pl. te-de . The 
substantivizer re — ri is also found in Ainu a-ri "that one" and 
Japanese ko-re . so-re etc. "this one", "that one". 

In Korean the near demonstrative is i and it precedes the 
noun it modifies. It also survives in the adverb i-mi "now". In 
Japanese in addition to other possible ocourrences which will 
not be discussed here, it is found in the adverb i-ma "now" (cf. 
Korean i-mi cited above). In Japanese ma is also found as an 
independent noun meaning space or time. 

In Nivkh, all dialects háve a prefixed i- for third person 
singulár possessive. The fact that the consonant grade of the 
initial consonant of the noun is a voiced stop when the basic 
form is a voiced unaspirate e.g. kan "dog", i-qan "his her dog" 
shows that we háve the nasal grade in a systém which is 
typologically extremely similar to that of Celtic. It therefore 
goes back to * i-n-qan with an n genitive which is very widespread 
in Eurasiatic (and beyond) which is not further illustrated here. 

The vowel harmony variant e- is only found in a few nouns and is 
obsolescent (Panfilov 1962:160). The nominative singulár third 
person pronoun is i in the Sakhalin dialect, while in the Amur 
dialect it has been extended by means of a suffix -f. This i is 
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subject to lowering by the height vowel harmony rules of Nivkh 
whlch only funotions in a few oonstructions such as this one. For 
example the dative in the Sakhalin dialect is e-rx <*e-tox cf. 

Amur if-tox . The most interesting development typologically in 
Nivkh is that a prefixed object to a transitive verb is in the 
course of developing into a transitivizer. This pertains only to 
a particular but important class of verbs. The rule is that the 
e ^ i (depending on height harmony rules) must be present if there 
is an object which is not expressed in the clause, but it is not 
present when the object is overtly expressed. 

For example, in a sentence "He came, he ate and he went 
away", "eat" would háve a prefixed i-, námely 1-n-ď ( ď 
expresses the indicative here). If, however, the object is 
expressed e.g. "he ate meat" the form would be ni-ď showing the 
underlying high vowel of the stem ni. Since e ~ i can only occur 
with transitive verbs, there is the possibility that it would be 
reinterpreted as a transitivizer and become part of the verb 
stem. 

This is exactly what has happened to alternant e in Ainu 
according to Batchelor who describes it as a prefix to 
intransitive verbs which makes them transitive e.g. mik "to 
bark", emik "to bark at." However, he has a separate entry in 
his dictionary which seems to indicate a survival in its 
presumably earlier use as a third person object, both with and 
without the object noun being present e.g. seta e-ikka "the dog 
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stole it", alnu seta e-ikka "the man stole the dog." The 
alternant in also exists and according to Refsing (1986) is 
what he calls a pseudo-intransitive. The rule he gives exactly 
matches that of Nivkh e ~ i , that is, it occurs as an indefinite 
specific object when the noun object is absent from the clause 
and it is absent when the noun is present. 

What has been shown up to now is that the e — i alternation 
is of Eurasiatic dáte and that in certain languages, the two 
vowels appear as alternants in a systém of vowel harmony based on 
height. 

We shall first consider a number of these systems, the part 
that the e i alternation plays in them and the nátuře of the 
phenomena which appears when these, or as a matter of fact, any 
vowel harmony systém breaks down. The first example we shall 
consider is the Chukotian family. Basically the same systém 
occurs in all of the languages of the family as is shown in 
figuře 1. 


High 

i 

e 

u 

Low 

e 

a 

o 


Figuře 1. Chukotian vowel systém 


The generál rule, to which there are however, a few minor 
exceptions is that all the vowels in a word must be high or 9, or 
they must be low ord . Thus 9 is a neutrál vowel. However, in 


115 



alroost all cases it is possible to distinguish it as underlyingly 
high or underlyingly low. It is a phonetically reduced vowels. 
The conditions under which this reduction took plače cannot be 
stated and it may therefore historically represent a former pair 
of vowels distinguished by height which haved merged. Bogoras in 
his description of Chukchi distinguishes phonetically the high 
partner of a, which he writes S from the low partner of i. 


High i fl u 

d 

Low e a o 

Figuře 2. Chuckchi vowel systém (Bogoras) 

Of the two grades the low is dominant in that if any 
morpheme whether in a stem or affix has a basic low vowel it 
lowers all basic high vowels to low. An example is the word for 
"earth" which is in the absolutive singulár nutenut (reduplicated 
form), whereas the ablative singulár is notaips in which the 
basic low vowel a of - ajpa has lowered the basic u of the stem 
* nut - to not . 

Middle and Old Korean had a systém of height harmony similar 
to that of Chukotian. In the present literary language and in 
almost all dialects it has broken down but leaves certain 
strrvivals which will be described below. 

The old systém of height harmony as reconstructed for 
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fifteenth century Korean by Hayata (1975) is shown in Figuře 3. 


Feminine e y u 

i (neutrál) 

Masculine a A o 

Figuře 3. Early Korean vowel systém 

The terminology feminine for the high grade and masculine 
for the low grade, which we saw was dominant in Chukotian is 
found in a number of other eastern Asian languages. In the 
modern literary language, as we háve seen, this systém has broken 
down but there are variant forms, onomatopoeic, often 
reduplicated terms called by Martin, Lee and Chang (1967) 
in their dictionary, heavy and light isotopes for high (feminine) 
and low (masculine) variants respectively. Examples are solsol . 
sulsul . (soft-flowing, softly, gently) and katak . ketek "damp 1 : 
There are also non-reduplicated variants such as mas and mes . 
both meaning "taste, flavor". There are also a fair number of 
instances in which one dialect retains one variant and a 
different dialect the other one. For example, in the suffix of 
the present tense North Korean has -ku and South Korean -ko 
(Ramstedt 1957, 1:34). 

All students of Nivkh are agreed that it once had a fully 
functioning systém of height harmony. Outside of the third person 
markér i discussed earlier there are considerable survivals in 
the numeral classifiers. The systém can be easily reconstructed 
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as shown in Figuře 4. There are no neutrál vowels. 


i y u 

e a o 

Figuře 4 . Nivkh vowel harmony systém. 

In addition, however, to its funotioning witto the third 
person object e i and the considerable survivals in the numeral 
classifier systems, there are fairly numerous instances in which 
of the two major dialects treated in Savaleva's dictionary, one 
variant survives in the first dialect, and the other in the 
second. Some examples are given below in Table 1. 


Amur 

Sakhalin 


tyk 

tak 

"be hot" 

park 

pyrk 

"only" 

nik 

nek 

"recently 1 

mut 

mot 

"pillow" 


The first example is representative of the most common type. 
The Amur dialect in numerous forms prefers y where Sakalin has 


a. 


In addition to these cases of interdialectal variation, 
there are instances in which both variants are present in both 
dialects with semantic differentiation. Examples include lvx 
"stormcloud", lax "rain, and vl-(ď ) "go", ve(-ď) "run". 
Another example is noj "be fragrant", nuvnu/ "sroell" 
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(transitive). This latter čase is particularly interesting 
because it shows tne possibility of the exploitation of the 
surviving variants for grammatical purposes, in this čase, 
transitivity. 

In other instances in which we find that vowel harmony 
systém háve broken down very similar phenomena are found e.g. in 
Iranicized Uzbek and in the south Mongolian languages. This 
matter is not pursued here. 

As appears from the preceding exposition the Indo-European 
variants i ~ e, e ~ o, u ~ o show the same characteristic of 
intradialect variation, cross language variation, semantic 
differentiation and occasional grammaticization which 
characterized languages with formerly functioning vowel harmonie 
systems. Moreover two of the pairs i ~ e and u ~ o can be 
clearly recognized as involving relative height differences. A 
number of Indo-Europeanists, in view of the typologically 
deviant position of a as generally reconstructed and the fact 
that in most languages its reflexes are identical with those of 
o, háve suggested that the e ~ o alternation is to be 
reinterpreted as e ~ a. If this is accepted then we may 
reconstruct the pre-Proto-Indo-European vowel systém as one 
involving height harmony and taking the form shown in Figuře 5, 
which is identical, except for the Chukotian reduced vowel, to 
that shown in Figuře 2. 
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High i e u 

Low e a<o 4 o^ 

Figuře 5. Proposed Indo-European Vowel Harmonie System. 

We are making the assumption here that, as has been assumed 
by a number of Indo-Europeanists as early as Saussure 
(1879:135) there are a number of Indo-European roots with 
"stable o" (here o a ) which did not alternate with e. These 
include such words as "eight" (Latin octo ). "in front of" (Latin 
pro) and "pig" (Latin porcus ) that never seem to show an 
alternation with *e. Of course, one could argue that they once 
existed, but I believe that their occurrence in a number of 
isolated noun stems makes this unlikely. 

A number of prominent Indo-Europeanists háve wished to 
eliminate traditional *a altogether or consider it a latě "hole- 
filling" development deriving from expressive terms e.g. for defects 
as in Latin laevus "left-handed" and caecus "blind" and from 
e with adjacent H a . I hesitate, however, to eliminate it 
entirely. It may represent a neutrál vowel resulting from the 
prehistorie merger of a fourth pair of variants. We noted in the 
initial seetion of the páper the correspondence of a in Indo- 
European al(i)- "other, second" to similar forms elswhere in 
Eurasiatic. Another possible example is * anti (Pokorný 48-9) "in 
front of, opposite" Hittite hanti which may be compared to Korean 
anthe with the same meaning. Here we would háve metathesis of 
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aspiration in the Korean form. 

I háve not yet dealt with the fact that the Uralic languages 
and the Turkic and Mongolian branches of Altaic háve back-front 
harmony rather than one based on height. These are difficult 
questions and I can only treat them in a preliminary way here. 

To begin with Uralic, Uralicists themselves háve not agreed as to 
whether the systém goes back to Proto-Uralic times or not. 
Attempts to reconstruct the Proto-Uralic vowel systém háve 
encountered great difficulties and on any account there must be 
numerous exceptions. There are two main approaches. One 
associated with the name of Steinitz (1950) notes widespread level 
alternations and therefore assumes a whole series of such 
alternations in Proto-Uralic. The other represented by Itkonen 
(1954) assumes that with a few deviations Finnish has retained 
the proto-Uralic vowel systém and that it is one of front-back 
harmony. This latter view is now the one favored by Uralicists. 

Collinder, whose work forms the basis for all reconstructions 
of proto-Uralic at the present time, in the very volume which 
contains the first reconstructions which specified the vowels of 
the initial syllable, not merely whether the word as a whole had 
front or back harmony, stated regarding the Uralic 
vowel systém, "Notwithstanding the pioneer work of Genetz, 
Lehtisalo, Steinitz and Erki Itkonen, we háve not yet a clear 
picture of the vowel systém of PU or PFU (1960: 149)". Regarding 
the two theories outlined above, although his reconstructions are 
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essentially based on Itkonen's approach, he makes the following 
rather equivocal remarks, "It is quite legitimate to conclude 
(vith SetaiS, Lehtisalo and Steinitz) that there existed several 
vowel alternations in PFU and PU. But on the other hand it is 
worthwhile to try (with Erki Itkonen) to get along without this 
hypothesis (ibid. 151)". 

We háve seen that both Collinder and R^dei and Erdťly admit 
height alternations in some instances including the very forms 
with which we háve been ooncerned in this páper, námely ki~ke. 
kin ^ ken . i~e and mirwmen. 

It is my conjecture that Pedersen's cryptic remark, reported 
in the initial portion of this study (1935: 308), in which he 
describes back-front harmony as recent in Uralic and then 
compares Indo-European Ablaut to "numerous other cases in which 
an internal explanation cannot be found" in Uralic, must refer to 
the interlevel variations which had already been studied in 
Set&lH (1896), the pioneer work using the approach later found in 
Steinitz and Lehtisalo. In fact there is no contradiction between 
the two approaches if we assume that the level alternations are 
earler and the back-front harmony is a Uralic innovation. 

The situation is somewhat similar in Turkic. For non-Chuvash 
Turkish a back-front harmony systém without neutrál vowels such 
as are poslted for Uralic, is certainly inherited. 

The systém as it is found in almost all Turkic languages 
and also as reconstructed for Proto-Turkic is shown in Figuře 6. 
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Front 


Bacíc 


i U . y u 

e H . a o 

Figuře 6 . 

However, the example of intra-height variation given earlier 
in regard to the verb "to give", Old Turkish bir as against 
Osmanli ver "to give" is by no means an isolated example. Thus 
even within Old Turkish which is dialectally heterogeneous 
(Orkhon inscriptions, Yenisseian inscriptions, Uigur manuscripts) 
numerous words with i in the stem háve variants in e without 
there being a regular correspondence. In generál in Turkic 
languages as Menges (1968:75) notes there is variation between e 
and i "often occurring side by side in one and the same dialect 
of a given language." Some háve sought to account for it by 
assuming a third vowel intermediate between e (often written á) 
and i. similarly there is a sporadic height alternation between a 
and y in Old Turkish (Gabain 1950:49) where the variation 
between e and i is also noted and examples given e.g. both bvrt- 
and bart "to break". Turkic languages also show cross linguistic 
variations between o and u, e.g. sora sura . "to ask" 
and between fi and U as in sttila and stlila "to speak. 

Menges (ibid.) says such variation is generál in Altaic. 

In Tungusic, the third branch of Altaic as traditionally defined. 
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all of the languages either háve a systém of cross-hight harmony 
or one derivable from such a systém historically. Benzing (1955) 
reconstructs four pairs of vowels differing in relative height. 

In a number of languages, Russian investigators háve noted that 
there are voice quality distinctions between the set of lower 
vowels, which they call "hard" and the higher members they call 
"soft". In the eastern dlaleot of Even it is reported by 
Novikova (1968) that the hard vowels are pharyngealized. 

The Even vowel systém is shown in Figuře 7 in which 
differences of vowel length are disregarded. 

Soft i u 

Hard I U 

Soft e o 

Hard a o 

Figuře 7. Even Vowel System 


This systém is strikingly reminiscent, from the typological 
point of view, of many systems in West and East Africa (e.g. 

Altán, Masai). Here investigators háve shown that we are dealing 
with [+ATR], that is advahced and retracted tongue root. In the 
Tungusic languages the "soft" vowels would be +ATR and the "hard" 
vowels -ATR. This was my own conclusion and I later discovered 
that Ard (1981) had arrived earlier at the same conclusion. 
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As we know also from Africa (and one might add Southeast 
Asia), relative helght systems easily derive historically from 
[+ATR]. Moreover, the four pairs of Tungusic would match with 
Chukotian with its extra neutrál vowel with underlyingly high or 
Iovj vowels and its three other pairs, and likewise Old and Middle 
Korean with three pairs and a neutrál vowel i. 

However, as usual in historical linguistics, difficulties 
arise. Poppe (1960) and others in reconstructing Proto-Altaic 
eguate the front vowels of Turkic and Mongolian with the +ATR 
vowels of Tungusio, and the back vowels with -ATR. I believe, 
given also the evidence of Korean and other Eurasiatic languages 
that the [+ATR] systém is originál and the back-front contrast of 
Turkic and Mongolian are secondary. Whichever is correct, 
however, the i~e alternation discussed in this páper would háve 
to derive from the higher [front, +ATR] member of two different 
pairs and would therefore háve the same rather than different 
harmonie features. The present páper is, however, merely 
preliminary and calls for much further work in a very difficult 
area of investigation. 

What I hope to háve accomplished in the present study is to 
show that the Indo-European e;o (i.e. e^a) Ablaut is very old and 
is part of a larger systém of alternations which has 
correspondences in specific forms in a number of other branches 
of Eurasiatic. In particular the i ~ e alternation is 
investigated especially in regard to the interrogative kwi - 
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and the near demonstrative and anaphoric i-, in addition a 
theory is presented in regard to the Indo-European fossilized 
suffix -ne of kwe-ne . an indefinite and generalizing pronoun, 
námely that -ne ~ na was originally a singulár ahsolutive or 
nominative restricted to the interrogative and/or possibly the 
demonstrative in Proto-Eurasiatic. Moreover the irregular 
distribution over languages and even dialects of the same 
language and the pairing of the vowels in a cross-height harmony 
systém can be shown to be typical outcomes of the breakdown of 
such systems. This is partioularly well exemplified by Nivkh. 

That the Indo-European e:o Ablaut is a remnant of a former 
vowel harmony systém was already proposed by Kravchuk (1969) but 
he gives no indication of the generál nátuře of such a systém or 
any evidence to support it. 

Finally we may raise the question as to whether there might 
not be actual survivals within Indo-European of the vowel 
harmonie systém proposed here. There are two instances in which 
this could be suggested. One is in the Hittite generál 
indefinite pronoun in which a nominative kuls-kl "who?" contrasts 
with genitive kuel-ka . ablative kuets-ka . This is considered to 
be a vowel harmonie alternation by Kronasser (1956:48) and it 
would of cour se conform to the systém proposed here. However, 
variant writings such as kuis-ku and kuis-ka suggest the 
possibility that the nominative is really kuis-k (cf. Lydian gls- 
k). Another possible example is the contrast of the Indo- 
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European reduplicative vowel i in the present stem in contrast to 
e in the perfeot. No satisfactory theory has, to my knowledge, 
been proposed. Here given the present stem vowel e and the 
perfect o, we háve full agreement with the vowel harmonie systém 
proposed in this páper. 

The tentative nátuře of some of the proposals has been 
stressed in the course of this study. I should add that the 
validity of Eurasiatic as a linguistlc stock does not depend on 
these hypotheses either. There is a mass of lexical and also 
additional grammatical evidence that will be presented. 

However, the striking agreement in particular in the 
interrogative kin ^ ken in Indo-European, Urallc, Yukaghir, 
Mongolian, Nivkh, Eskimo and Aleut is a powerful piece of 
evidence for the common affiliation of the languages that háve 
it. 


Footnotes 

1. This article is an expanded version of the Collitz lecture 
delivered at the Stanford Summer Linguistlc Institute on July 28, 
1987. 

2. For a fuller account see Greenberg 1987, Chapter 1. 

3. The subjects of Greenberg (to appear (a)) are first, the 
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Eurasiatic cognates of Indo-European eg^om "I", especially 
Chukchee alfám lifaic "I" cf. ejfet iíot "thou" in ťhe sarae 
language, and secondly, ťhe Indo-European third person plurál and 
impersonal -r and the historical development of cognate forms in 
other branches of Eurasiatic. The topič of Greenberg (to appear 
(b)) is the interpretation of Indo-European i-(os) as an originál 
interrogative rather than relative or demonstrative and the 
consequences-for PIE word order to be deduced from the absence of 
a relative pronoun. 

4. There háve been posited in addition such sequences as *rr, 

*11 etc. which actually appear as sequences of some short vowel 

—O* 

plus r, 1 etc. according to the language. An attempt was made to 
account for these, by the so-called Sievers-Edgerton law, as 
occurring when there was a preceding heavy syllable. I do not 
consider this question here, except to express my opinion that 
these cases, in which the inltial component of the sequences was 
interpreted as schwa secundum by Gtlntert and Hirt, are a 
separate problém from the "reduced grades" such as i of e and u 
of o discussed here. 

5. However, in a more recent treatment of Kamchadal, Volodin 
(1976:216) describes a similar auxiliary verb el. The finál 
consonant is an unvoiced lateral fricative. There is a dialect 
difference here insofar as Bogoras' description is based on the 
Khair'uz dialect and Volodin on Napon which are numbers of the two 
different dialects of Kamchadal. Moreover, Bogoras does not 
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specify any unvoiced lateral in his description. It is likely 
that the two forms háve a single origin in *es~is but this is a 
tentative concluslon. Bogoras mentions numerous alternations 
between laterals and sibilants in his description. 

6. Outside of the well-known instances of e~i and u_~o 
alternation in Greek found in GUntert, Mel'nichuk and other 
sources, two other instances are worthy of mention. In both 
instances etymologies which are quite obvious on semantic grounds 
are not even mentioned because they contain the forbidden 
alternation. In each čase the Liddell and Scott lexicon of 1897 
contains the etymology while they are simply passed over in 
silence in the later revised edition supervised by Jones and 
Mackenzie who knew that Indo-Europeanists rejected this 
alternation. 

One of these is lébes "kettle, cauldron" which in the 
earlier edition is derived from leibein "pour, pour forth." The 
verb has no tense form in oi and there are a number of examples 
of i- grade e.g. líbas "spring, fountain", lips (idem). llbadion 
"a smáli stream", líbos "a drop of blood". The only example of oi 
is loibě "libation" in a category, the verbal noun, in which o 
grade is very productive in Greek. Frisk derives lébes from the 
same root as that of leběrís "sloughed off skin of a snake"; 
Bailly in his dictionary gives no etymology while Chantraine 
notes that Frisk's is hardly satisfactory from a semantic point 
of view. He thinks it may be a borrowed word. In fact Hebrew 
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keleb has been mentioned as a source but Chantraine concludes 

with the statement that there is no acceptable etymology. 

/ 

Saussure (1879:135) oites a rare form llbei "he pours" whose 
source I háve been unable to find. 

The other example is tokson "bow". Here Liddell and Scott 
(1897) derlve it from the verb tunkhano (stem tukh- as in the 
second aorlst étukh-on ) whose primary meanlng is glven as "to 
hit", especially "to hit the mark with an arrow." This same 
etymology was already given by Curtius in 1858 before the modern 
doctrine of PIE vowel alternation had been established. 

There are no forms in toukh- while there is the noun tttkhě "good 
fortuně". Moreover there are Aeolian forms in Pindar like the 
participle tossais and even epétosse with exactly the 
same meaning as Attic epétukhe "fall in with, meet with". 

These Pindaric forms remain completely unexplained. 

An attempt to explain tižkson as from the root found in 
tékton = Sanskrit takžan has been abandoned. One would expect 
Greek kt and not ks <*kp_, Schwyzer accepts a suggestion of 
Benveniste that it is borrowed from Scythian and Chantraine 
maintains this even though he is aware that it is now known to 
occur in Mycenean. 
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RECONSTRUCTIONS 



THE NOSTRATIC RECONSTRUCTIONS OF V. ILLICH-SVITYCH 
Translated and Arranged by Mark Kaiser 


What follows is a translation of the headings from the 
firat two volumea of Illich-Svitych'a Noatratic Dictionary and 
Part I of the third volume (all that haa been publiahed to dáte). 
Thi8 ia only part of an ongoing tranalation of the entire diction¬ 
ary; apecifically, hia citationa from individual languagea, hia 
explanations of apparent incongruities, and hia tablea of phonetic 
correapondencea háve not been provided. ThiB ia intended only aa a 
guide for non-Ruaaian apeakera until auch time when a tranalation 
of the entire Dictionary ia publiahed. It would be groBaly unfair 
to Illich-Svitych and hia enormoua contribution to hiatorical 
linguiatics to baae a critique of hia work on thia tranalation 
alone. 

The entriea are listed in alphabetical order. The numbers 
refer to the Dictionary entry: #1-245 can be found in Illich- 
Svitych 1971, #246-353 in Illich-Svitych 1976, and #354-378 in 
Illich-Svitych 1984. 


* * * 


? baHli 1 

'wound. 

pain': IE. bheh'l- 'iď ~ 

Alt. [báli 

'wound']. 

baHA 

' to 

tie to’ 

Kart. b- 'tie to, hang' 

~ Alt. bá- 

'tie to'. 

ba fa 

* to 

look': 

AA. bq- 'iď ~ Alt. baka- 

•iď . 
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4. balf/u/ 'to swallow 1 : AA. blf 'swallow' ~ Alt. balgu-/bilga- 
'swallow, throať. 

5. balga 'to flash, aparkle': AA. brq 'flash, lightning' ~ Kart. 
bergq- 'flash, sparkle' ~ IE. bhelg-/bhleg- 'flash, sparkle' ~ 

Alt. [balkA- 'shine, sparkle']. 

6. ? balA 'blinď: AA. bil 'iď ~ Alt. balA 'iď. 

7. bara 'big, gooď: IE. bher- 'good, big' ~ Ural. para 'gooď ~ 
Drav. [par- 'big'] ~ Alt. [bara 'many/much']. 

8. bari 'to také': AA. br- 'grab, catch' ~ IE. bher- 'také, bring, 
carry' ~ ? Drav. per- 'piek up, gather' ~ Alt. bari- 'také into 
hands'. 

9. berg/i/ 'high': AA. brg 'iď ~ ? Kart. bfg-e 'iď ~ IE. 
bhergh-/bhregh- 'iď ~ Ural. [p/e/r/-kA/ 'iď ~ ? Drav. per 'iď. 

10. ? be/rH/u 'to give': AA. [br/H/ ' iď ] ~ Alt. [běrii- ' iď ]. 

11. (Descriptive) bióa 'smáli': Ural. [piČA 'iď] ~ Drav. 
plc-/picc- 'smáli, shorť ~ Alt. biča 'smáli'. 

12. bi^A 'to break': AA. bg-/bd- 'break, smash, press' ~ Kart. 
bi$- 'break, crumble' ~ IE. peis- 'smash, crush, press' ~ Drav. 
píc- 'smash, shell, kneaď. 

13. bilwi 'clouď: AA. bjl 'heavenly waters, clouď ~ Ural. pilwe 
'clouď ~ Alt. [buli-t 'clouď1. 

14. (Descriptive) bil^A 'to seream': Kart. bir- 'sing' ~ IE. 
bhel- 'talk, roar' ~ Drav. pijA- 'seream'. 

15. bok/a/ 'to flee': IE. bheug-/bhegH- 'iď ~ Ural. pok-ta-, 
poke- ' iď . 

16. bol?i 'to grow (of plants)': AA. ?bl 'leaf, growing planť ~ 

IE. bhelh^-Zbhleh'- 'a plant, leaf, flower' ~ Drav. [poli- 'grow, 
bloom']. 

17. (Descriptive) bonga 'fat, swell': IE. bhen^h- 'fat, thick' ~ 
Ural. puQka/popka 'fat, swelling' ~ Drav. ponk- 'swell, boil over' 

~ ? Alt. [boi)A 'fat, big']. 

18. bor / a 'brown, grey-brown': IE. bher-, bhe-bhru-, bhreu- 'brown' 
~ Alt. bor y a 'grey, brown'. 
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19. buHi 'to grow up, arise': IE. bheuH- 'grow up, become, be' ~ 

Ural. puye 'tree' ~ Alt. btíi 'be'. 

20. bulA 'precipitation, muď : AA. b(w)l 'moist, dampen; mix' ~ ? XE. 
bhl-endh- 'turbid; mix' ~ Alt. bulA 'mud, stir up, mix'. 

21. bura 'to bore': AA. b(w)r 'bore, dig; opening' ~ ? Kart. [br(u)- 
'turn'1 ~ IE. bher- 'bore, dig, prick' ~ Ural. pura 'instrument for 
boring; bore, hollow, dig' ~ ? Drav. por 'opening' ~ Alt. [bura- 

'turn, bore 1 ]. 

22. bur(H)A/bor(H)A 'porous soil, dusť: AA. b(w)r/b(w)rH 'porous 
soil, soil, sand, dusť ~ ? Kart. buryw- 'dusť ~ Ural. porA 'dust, 
sand, dirť ~ Drav. púrA/porA 'porous soil, sand, dusť ~ Alt. 
bor, b/u/r 'porous soil, limestone, dusť. 

23. burA 'snow (sand) storm' : ? AA. bwr- ' (sand ) storm, winď ~ IE. 
bher- 'storm, seethe ' ~ Ural. purA- 'whirl (of snow)', purkA 
'blizzarď ~ Alt. burA/bora 'storm, blizzarď. 

24. (Descriptive) bur'a 'to boil, bubble up': ? AA. br- 'boil' 

~ IE. bhreu- 'boil, bubble up' ~ Ural. pura-/porA 'boil, gurgle' 

~ Drav. [pur- 'boil']. 

25. biiKa 'to bend, benť : IE. bheug-/bheugh- 'benď ~ Alt. boka-/ 
biiká- 'bend, benť. 

26. biiri 'to cover': Kart. bur- 'cover, darken' ~ Drav. pur- 
'cover, bury' ~ Alt. biiri- 'cover'. 

27.. ? -bA, suffix in the names of wild animals: AA. [-b/-ab, 'iď] 

~ IE. -bh-, 'id 1 . 

28. bAgA 'sufficient, excessive': AA. bg 'be excessive' ~ Kart. 
bey- 'be sufficient'. 

29. bAl / HA 'to blow, inflate': Kart. běr-/běl- 'blow, inflate' ~ 

IE. bhelh / -/bhleh'- 'blow, swell'. 

30. bAn^.A 'to tie, binď: AA. bn£ 'tie, wrap' ~ IE. bhendh- 'tie'. 

31. bArKA 'knee': AA. brk 'iď ~ Kart. [b^g-J- 'id']. 

32. bArA 'chilď: AA. br- 'chilď ~ ? Kart. [ber- 'id'] ~ IE. 
bher- 'id'. 

33. calu 'split, cuť: AA. sl- 'split, cut, point' ~ Kart. cel- 
'mow, cuť ~ IE. (s)kel- 'spliť ~ Ural. sále- 'cut, split' ~ 

Drav. cal- 'split, cuť ~ Alt. £alu- 'cuť. 
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34. cujha 'thorn': Kart. cxw- 'thorn, point' ~ IE. skjjei(H)- 
'thorn' ~ ? Drav. cl- 'thorn' ~ Alt. íiija 'thorn, point'. 

35. (Descriptive) curA/corA 'drip': Kart. cwar-/cur- 'drip, drop' 

~ ? Oral. corA- 'drip, flow' ~ Drav. cor-/cUr- 'drip, flow' ~ 

Alt. čur(A)- 'drip, flow' . 

36. ? cAt a 'to cover': AA. tstr/žtr 'cover (clothe), protéct'] ~ 

IE. (s)k'ed- 'cover (clothe)'. 

37. gajlja 'glimraer, twinkle': AA. §(j)lj 'light, brighť ~ IE. 
sk^eih- 'glimmer, shine weakly; shadow' ~ Ural. šaja 'glimmer, 
shine' ~ Drav. [cáj 'lustre, shine']. 

38. ? 9 AWA 'scream, talk': AA. §w- 'scream' ~ Kart. [ 9 W- 'say']. 

39. Cali 'to tie around, tie to': Ural. solme 'knot' ~ Alt. íali- 
'tie around, to hook'. 

40. ? CurA 'herd (wild animals)': AA. s(w)r/§wr 'iď ~ Ural. šurA 
'herd of deer'. 

41. (Descriptive) čapa 'beat, chop': AA. [sP- 'beat, hit'] ~ IE. 
skep- 'spliť ~ Ural. cappa- 'chop, beat' ~ Drav. [cava- 'chop'] 

~ Alt. čap(a)- 'beat, chop'. 

42. éinA 'know': AA. s(j)n 'iď ~ Kart. Cjan-Zcjn- 'iď. 

43. cuHa 'look': Kart. c J ew-/c,aw-/c í w- 'look after, guarď ~ IE. 
(s)keuH- 'look' ~ Drav. cu-(r)- 'look'. 

44. ^elA 'jump': ? AA. §1- 'jump' ~ IE. (s)k^el- 'jump' ~ Ural. 
celA- 'jump' ~ ? Drav. [cEl-ai 'source, waterfall'] ~ Alt. (é/e/lA- 
'limp, stumble']. 

45. -Ča, adjectival and diminutive formant: IE. -i-sk-, adjectival 
and diminutive suffix ~ Ural. -ca/-ca, adjectival and diminutive 
suffix ~ Alt. -£a/-ža, diminutive suffix. 

46. (Descriptive) ČaKA 'tickle': Ural. cik(k>A- 'iď ~ Drav. 
cakk-/cank- 'iď ~ ? Alt. [žik-/íakA- 'iď]. 

47. ČarA 'hardened crusť: IE. sker- '(ice) crust, scab' ~ Ural. 
carA '(hardened) film' ~ Drav. carA- 'rough' ~ Alt. íar(A) 

'hardened crusť. 


141 



48. -Či, formant of frequentive and iterative verbs: IE. -sk'-, 
suffix of iterative/intensive forms of the verb ~ Oral. -ce-, 
suffix of frequentive verbs ~ Alt. -či-, suffix of intensive- 
iterative verbs. 

49. Čimpa 'curved, benť: IE. (s)Kemb- 'curveď ~ Ural. cimpa 
'bent, curveď. 

50. čiru 'pus, slush': AA. t(j)r 'moist, faeces' ~ IE. (s)ter- 
'slush, pus, faeces' ~ Alt. čirii- 'rot, decay'. 

51. čiingA 'směli, odor': AA. t(w)n/t(j)n 'směli' ~ Ural. 
čiiijA 'směli, odor, smoke'. 

52. ? ^AdA 'to beať: Kart. £ěd-/$ád- 'to nail, forge' ~ Drav. 
ca^t- 'beat, destroy'. 

53. ^Ar a 'to cuť: AA. tr- 'cut, split; sharp stone' ~ Kart. £er-/ 
$ar- 'cut, chop' ~ Drav. car- 'tear apart, split apart'. 

54. ? {amA 'astringenť: AA. $m- 'bitter, astringent, sour', sm- 
'bitter, poison' ~ Ural. čamA 'sour'. 

55. (Descriptive) $il£A 'to cuť: Kart. $e^k- 'cut (finely)' ~ 

Alt. tčikA- 'cut, chop']. 

56. $íta 'look after, guarď: AA. tr-/?r- 'look, guard, také care 
of' ~ Kart. $ir- 'care, neeď ~ IE. ster-g-, ster-k- 'guard, love'. 

57. ÍAfmA 'eať: AA. (?) tím 'iď/^ím 'to taste' ~ Kart. íám-/£ěm- 

'eat'. T 

58. ČalHa 'wide': IE. stelh- 'wide' ~ Alt. tčál(a) 'wide, 
expansive']. 

59. da, locative particle: AA. d, particle with locative meaning ~ 
Kart. da (with pronouns), -d/ad (with nouns), suffix of directive/ 
adverbial čase ~ IE. -D/-eD, suffix of ablative čase (pronominal 
and o-stems) ~ Ural. -tfa/-ía, suffix of ablative (pronominal and 
adverbial stems) ~ Drav. ~ttu/-tt( a), postpositional particle with 
locative-ablative meaning ~ Alt. -da/-da, -du/-du, formant of 
locative cases. 

60. daHA, intensifying and conjoining particle: AA. d(H) 'and, also' 
~ Kart. da 'and' ~ Alt. dá 'also, but, and' . 

61. da$a 'nearby': AA. dl}; 'nearby' ~ Ural. taka 'back, rear', 
taka-na 'from behinď ~ Alt. daka-/daga- 'close, approach, follow'. 
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62. dalq/u/ 'a wave': AA. dlx 'upset, stir up' ~ ? IE. [dhelH- with 
suffix 'sea'] ~ Drav. talia- 1 upset 1 ~ Alt. d/a/lu-/doli- 'wave'. 

63. danga 'to cover': AA. dm- 'cover, close, press' ~ IE. dhengh- 
'cover, press' ~ Oral. taga-/tar)e- 'cover'. 

64. dEwHi 'shake, blow',: IE. dheuH- 'shake, blow' ~ Alt. dEbi- 
'wave, blow'. 

65. -di, suffix of past tense forma: Kart. -di, suffix of imperfect 
~ Drav. -tt-/-t-, suffix of préterit ~ Alt. -di, suffix of préterit. 

66. ? (Descriptive) didA 'big': AA. d(j)d 'big, fať ~ Kart. did- 
'big'. 

67. diga 'fish': AA. [d(j)g 'id'] ~ IE. dhgh-u-H 'iď ~ Alt. 

[/d/iga- 'id']. 

68. dila 'sunlighť: ? Kart. [dila 'morning'] ~ IE. dhel- 'sun, 
bright, lighť ~ Alt. dila 'sun, solar year'. 

69. diqA 'soil': Kart. diqa 'soil, clay' ~ IE. dhťjhem- 'soil'. 

70. dlga 'bright, lighť: Kart. (s^a-ídy-e 'day' ~ IE. dheihr/dhieh- 
'see' . 

71. duli 'fire': Oral. tule 'fire' ~ Drav. tujA- 'shine, to spark' 

~ Alt. duli- 'warm up, warm'. 

72. du^A 'tip, extremity': Kart. dud- 'tip, extremity' ~ Oral. 
tuďka 'tip, top' ~ Drav. tutA 'extremity, tip'. 


73. diinga 'be peaceful, silenť : AA. d(w)m ' be peaceful, silenť ~ 
Kart. [dum- ' be silenť] ~ Alt. diiga- 'sit quietly, be silenť. 


74. ? dOrA 'deaf 

' : AA. 

d(w)r 'id' ~ Kart 

. [dura- 

'iď ] . 


75. dAÍA 'lay': 
stand' . 

AA. dí 

'lay' ~ Kart. d- 

' lay' ~ 

IE. dheh'”- 

'lay. 

76. dAWA 'be ill 

, die' ; 

: AA. dw- 'be ill. 

die' ~ 

IE. dheu- 

'die, lose 


consciousness'. 

77. ga(HA> 'také, receive': Kart. g- 'acquire' ~ Alt. ga- 'také, 
receive' . 

78. gara 'thorny branch, thorn': IE. gher-, gherh / -/ghreh / - 'thorn, 
point, branch' ~ Oral. kara 'thorn, branch, conifer' ~ Drav. kar(a>- 
'thorn, point' ~ Alt. gara 'point, branch, conifer'. 
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Alt. gandii ' iď . 


79. gandu 'male': Drav. kan£- 'iď ~ 

80. ga£i 'hand, arm': IE. ghes- 'iď ~ Ural. kate- 'iď - Drav. 
kac- ' iď . 

81. ? gedi 'napě of neck': AA. gd 'napě of neck, backside' ~ Alt. 
gedi 'napě of neck, backside'. 

82. gE/hr/a 'dawn': AA. ghr 'sunlight, day' ~ IE. gherh'-/ghreh'- 
'dawn, shine' ~ Alt. *gEra 'dawn, morning lighť. 

83. gilA 'statě of sickness, grief': Kart. gl- 'grief, sorrow' ~ 

IE. *4b/e/l- 'sickness, loss' ~ ? Alt. [gil(a>- 'be ill, be saď. 

84. gi/i/lju ' smooth and shiny': AA. [gllj 'bald'] ~ ? Kart. [glu 
'smooth'] ~ IE. 4helhW-/ghleh«- 'shiny, of light color', ghlehtf-dh- 
'smooth, shiny' ~ Ural. [ki/i/A 'smooth and shiny'] ~ Alt. gilu-/ 
gila- 'smooth and shiny'. 

85. goHjA 'sunlight, dawn': IE. gSheHi- 'light, brighť ~ Ural. 
kojA 'dawn, sun’ ~ ? Alt. [*gia- 'dawn']. 

86. golHA 'hearť: Kart. *gwl- 'hearť ~ Alt. gol(A> 'core, middle; 
river source'. 

87. gopa 'empty': AA. gwP 'empty' ~ ? Kart. kwab- 'cave, hole' ~ 

IE. geup- 'cavity, hole' ~ Ural. koppa 'empty; skuli' ~ Alt. goba-/ 
gobi- 'empty, a hollow'. 

88. ? gOírA 'to search’: AA. g(w)ír ’iď ~ Kart. [g/o/r- 'iď]. 

89. gu/nH/i 'think': Kart. gwán-/gon- 'think, recall' ~ Alt. guni- 
'think, be saď. 

90. gurHa 'antelope, male antelope': AA. g(w)rH 'antelope, male 
antelope' ~ Drav. kur- 'antelope, deer' ~ Alt. [gúra 'male 
antelope']. 

91. (Descriptive) gurA 'swallow': AA. g(w)r- 'swallow, throať ~ 

? IE. g^erhU- 'swallow' ~ Ural. kurkA 'throať ~ Drav. kurA- 

'throat'. 

92. giipA 'to benď: AA. g(w)b/k(w)P 'bend, protrubence' ~ IE. gheub- 
'bend, curved, crookeď ~ Alt. giiba-/goba- 'bent, bulging'. 

93. gUjRa 'wild (beast)': IE. *ghuěr- '(wild) beasť ~ Alt. [gora 
'wilď ] . 
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94. gUl^A 'round, sphere': AA. g(w)l 'round, sphere, heaď ~ Kart. 
gwar-/gur- 'round, to roli' ~ ? IE. ghel- 'round outgrowth, heaď. 

95. gUrA 'hot coals': AA. g(w)r 'fire, coal' ~ IE. gKher- 'burn, 
hot, hot coals' ~ ? Alt. gur(A>- 'hot coals, catch fire'. 

96. ? galpa 'weak, feeble': IE. help- 'weak' ~ ? Kart. [yalp- 
'weak' ~ Alt. [alba- 'to be unable']. 

97. ? garlju 'benď: Kart. yrek(w)- 'bend; twist' ~ IE. herk^- 
'bent, flexible'. 

98. guru 'flow, pour': AA. [gwr 'deep water'] ~ Kart. [ywar-/ywer- 
'pour, flooď] ~ Drav. ur- 'melt, fuse' ~ Alt. uRu- 'flow'. 

99. gAmA 'darkness, nighť: AA. [ gm 'dark'] ~ Kart. yam-(e) 'night 


100. 

Drav. 

hawA 'desire passionately': 
[Iv- 'iďl. 

AA. hw(j) 

•iď 

~ IE. 

hei^- 'iď 

101. 

force 

ljaju 'to live, life force': 

' ~ ? Alt. ojii 'alive, life' 

AA. Ij3 w ' 

live' 

~ IE. 

heiu 'life 

102. 

? Ha 'become, be': Drav. a- 

'become, 

be' ~ 

Alt. 

[a- 'be']. 


103. Haja 'pursue, chase': IE. [Hei- 'pursue, cause evil'] ~ Ural. 
aja- 'chase, pursue, flee' ~ Alt. aja- 'hunt, bag game'. 

104. HalA 'forward edge': Ural. alA-, alka- 'beginning, forward 
edge' ~ Alt. al- 'front'. 

105. Hanga 'gape': Ural. aga/oge 'mouth, opening; to open' ~ Drav. 
aňk(a) 'gape' ~ Alt. aga 'gape, openeď. 

106. Henka 'to burn': IE. Heng- 'burn' (Hng-n-i- 'fire' etc.) ~ 
Ural. epkA- 'burn'. 

107. Hera 'to collapse': IE. h'er- 'collapse' ~ Ural. era- 
'collapse; part, portion' ~ Drav. ir(a)-/er- 'break apart' ~ ? Alt 
[árii- 'disintegrate, dissolve, melt'. 

108. Hera 'male': Drav. ěr 'male' ~ Alt. ěra 'male, man'. 

109. H/i/mi 'suck, swallow': Ural. ime- 'suck' ~ Alt. ma- 'suck, 
swallow'. 

110. ? HEnPA 'navel': Kart. mp-e 'iď ~ IE. l/enbh-Zl/nebh- ' iď . 
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111. Hi, particle indicating past tense: AA. (H)j, particle 
indicating past tense ~ Kart. -e/-i, suffix of aorist ~ IE. h'e- 
particle indicating past tense (augment) ~ Oral. -i-, suffix of 
past tense ~ Drav. -i-, suffix of past tense. 

112. Hir'a 'to drag, pull': Drav. Ir-/ir- 'iď ~ Alt. ir'a- 'iď. 

113. Ho§i 'point, spike': IE. Hek'- 'point, spike' ~ Alt. oki 
'arrow, extremity'. 

114. Homsa 'meať: IE. (H)měms- 'iď ~ Oral. omsa 'iď ~ ? Drav. 
uňc- ' iď . 

115. ? HonC / a 'end, edge': Oral. oňca 'end, forward edge, front' 

~ Alt. [už( a)- 'tip, point']. 

116. Hora 'to rise': IE. hXer- 'raise, rise, move' ~ ? Drav. ěr- 
'rise' ~ Alt. or/a/-/ora- 'rise, enter'. 


117. ? Hosa 'poplar': 

IE. hBes- 'iď ~ 

Oral. 

oáka ' iď . 

118. Hul£a 'eye, see': 

IE. h“ek£-/heuk- 

'eye. 

see' ~ Alt. uka 

'notice, understanď. 





119. Huwa 'flow of water': Oral. uwa 'current, flow' ~ Alt. u(a) 
'water, wave'. 

120. ? HutA 'rest period': Oral. iitA/jutA 'evening, nighť ~ 

Alt. uda 'rest time (day or night)'. 

121. ?a, demonstrative pronoun indicating distant object, 'thať: 
AA. /?/a, démon, pronoun ~ Kart. (h)a, démon, pronoun indicating 
nearby object ~ IE. he-n-, demonstrative particle ~ Oral. a-/o-, 
démon, pronoun indicating distant object ~ Drav. a, démon, pronoun 
indicating distant object ~ ? Alt. [a-/o- 'that']. 

122. ?a, formant of verbal constructions: AA. ?-/-?, formant of 
deverbative nouns ~ Kart. (h)a-/-a, formant of deverbative nouns ~ 
IE. -o-, suffix of deverbative nouns ~ Drav. -a, suffix of 
participles and deverbative nouns. 

123. 7al'a 'fooď: AA. ?1 'fat, fatty fooď ~ IE. hel- 'feed, 
breeď ~ Drav. a} (a) 'fat, strength' ~ Alt. al"(a)- 'fooď. 

124. ?amu 'morning, daylighť: ? AA. ?mr 'daylight, see' ~ IE. hěm- 
'day' ~ Oral. amA-/oma- (< *amo-> 'morning'. 

125. (Descriptive) 7anqa 'breathe': AA. [7nx 'sigh'] ~ IE. henH- 
'breathe'. 
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126. ?arba 'practice witchcrafť: AA. [?rb 'be clever, prudenť ~ 
Ural. arpa- 'practice witchcraft; magical equipment of sorcerer' ~ 
Alt. [arba- 'practice witchcraft']. 

127. 7aSa 'fire': AA. 7Š 'fire' ~ IE. hes- 'hearth, dry' ~ Alt. 
[aSa- 'ignite']. 

128. ?ala, particle of catergorical negation: AA. 71/17, 
prohibitive and negative particle ~ ? Kart. [ar(a), particle of 
categorical negation ~ Ural. ala/ela, 2nd ps. sg. imperative of 
negative verb ~ Drav. al(a)-, negative verb ~ ? Alt. [illa-, 
negative verb]. 

129. ?e, negative particle: AA. ?j, negative and prohibitive 
particle ~ Ural. e-, negative verb (indicative stem) ~ Drav. 
-a-/-e-, infix of negative form of verb ~ Alt. e-, negative verb. 

130. ?ejn 'arrive, come': AA. 7j 'arrive, come' ~ IE. h'ei- 'go' ~ 
Drav. ej- 'arrive, approach' ~ Alt. I- 'arrive, enter'. 

131. ?elA 'live': AA. 7(j >1 'exist, be; settlement' ~ Ural. ela- 
'live' ~ Drav. il/(?)el 'dwelling, abode' ~ Alt. ěl 'settlement; 
peaceful life'. 

132. 7esA 'settle a plače, be at a plače': AA.^,7jš/?jt 'arrive at a 
plače, be at a plače, be' ~ IE. h'es- 'be', h / ěs 'siť ~ Ural. esA 
'settle a plače; plače, site'. 

133. 7EmA 'to seize, také': AA. 7m- 'seize, také' ~ IE. h / em- 
'take'. 

134. ?i/(?)?e, demonstrative pronoun (indicating nearby object, 
'this'): AA. j, démon, pronoun, verbal indicator of 3rd sg. mase. 
subject ~ Kart. (h)i, démon, pronoun indicating distant object; 
(hle, démon. pron. ~ IE. hei-/he-, démon. pron., 3rd sg. pers. 
pron. ~ Ural. i-/e-, démon. pron. indicating nearby object ~ Drav. 
i/e, démon. pron. indicating nearby object ~ Alt. i, démon, pron., 
indicator of 3rd sg. subject; e-, démon. pron. indicating nearby 
object. 

135. ?ili 'deer': AA. [7j1 'deer'] ~ IE. h'el-n- 'deer' ~ Drav. 
íIa- 'deer' ~ Alt. ili 'deer, wild goať. 

136. ?ita 'to eať: AA. t(j)?/7jt 'iď ~ IE. h / ed- 'iď ~ Alt. 

[ida- 'id']. 

137. fal / A 'cross (a mountainI': AA. 71- 'cross a mountain, climb 
up, summit' ~ ? IE. hel- 'on the other side' ~ Alt. al 'a 'cross 

a mountain'. 
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138. (Descriptive) í/e/bU 'breasť: AA. íb(w) 'breast, bosom' ~ 
Kart. ub-e 'bosom, breasts' ~ Alt. [/e/bii- 'breast, bosom']. 

139. ?El<u 'water': AA. Cq(w) 'water' ~ IE. h y ek“- 'water, drink'. 

140. ? ?aLa 'burn (sacrificial offerings)': AA. íl 'burn offerings 
fláme' ~ IE. Hel- 'burn offerings, blaze'. 

141. ?a^a 'branch': AA. ?d 'tree, branch' ~ IE. H/o/sd-o- 'branch' 

142. ja 'which, who' (interrogative and relative): AA. ja/?aj 
'which, who' (inter.-relat.) ~ Kart. [ja- 'who'] ~ IE. io- 'which' 
(relat.), ~ Oral. jo- 'who, some kind of' (relat. and indefinite) ~ 
Drav. ja- 'which, whať (inter.) ~ Alt. ja 'which' (inter.). 

143. jaHU (or joHn) 'bandage, girdle': IE. iehUs- 'belt, girdle' ~ 
Oral. joyA 'belt, tourniquet for bandaging' ~ Drav. já- 'tie up'. 

144. ? jamA 'water': AA. jam 'water, sea' ~ Ural. [j/a/mA- 'sea'] 

? Drav. [amm- 'water']. 

145. ? jarA 'to shine': Drav. ěr-/eri- 'shine, blaze' ~ Alt. jaru- 
'shine'. 

146. jAnA 'talk': AA. jn ' iď ~ Drav. janA- 'iď. 

147. ? janTA 'stretch, extend, pull tighť: Oral. *jantA- 'pull 
tighť, (*jantA-š, *jantA-g, (etc.) 'bowstring, tendon, sinew') ~ 
Drav. [ěnt- 'extend hands, seize with hands'J. 

148. jela 'light, brighť: Kart. el- 'sparkle, lightning' ~ Ural. 
jela 'light, bright, clear, day' ~ Drav. el(a)- 'light, bright, 
shining'. 

149. -jE, formant of optative: IE. -i-, -ieh''-, suffix of optative 
~ Alt. -jE-, suffix of optative (volitive). 

150; -jA, suffix of denominal and deverbative adjectives: AA. -ij, 
suffix of relative adjectives and participles ~ IE. -io-/-iio-, 
suffix of denominal and deverbative adjectives ~ Oral. -j<A>, 
adjectival suffix, -ja/-ja, suffix of nom. agentis and participles 
~ Drav. -i, suffix of indeclineable participle ~ Alt. -i, suffix of 
deverbative nouns and participles. 

151. -jA, diminutive-endearing suffix of nouns ušed in addressing: 
AA. -(a)j, suffix of endearing and dim. nouns ~ Kart. -ia, 
diminutive/endearing suffix (chiefly in addressing) ~ Oral. -j, 
dimin./endearing suffix (often in addressing) ~ Alt. -j, dimin./ 
endearing suffix (usually in addressing). 
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152. -j(A), affix of oblique form of plurál nouns: AA. -aj, suf 
of plurál nouns (originally oblique form) ~ IE. -i, formant of 
plurál (originally with the stem of demonstrative pronoun in 
oblique čase) ~ Ural. -j, affix of the oblique form of plurál 
nouns. 

153. ? jA - (s( a)), formant of coraparative degree: Kart. -e-(isj) 
-a-, affix of comparative degree of the type (h)u—e-is^ ~ IE. 
-ies-/-is-, suffix of comp. degree. 

154. ? kala 'vessel': AA. kl 'vessel, poť ~ Drav. kala- 'vesse 
made of leaves; poť ~ Alt. [kala- 'cauldron']. 


155. kala 'fish': 
[kali-ma 'whale']. 

AA. kl- 'fish' ~ 

Ural. 

kala 

'fish' 

~ Alt. 

156. kal / A 'strip 

bark, skin': IE. 

gol- 

' bare, 

bald' 

~ Ural 


'film, thin skin; bare, smooth' ~ Drav. kal- 'to strip, skin' ~ 
Alt. Kal "'/i/- 'strip, bark, bare'. 

157. kamu 'seize, squeeze': AA. km- 'seize, také, squeeze' ~ gei 
'seize, také, squeeze' ~ Ural. kama-lA/koma-rA (< *kamo-) 'hand: 
~ Drav. kamA- 'seize, také, hold' ~ Alt. kamu- 'seize, také, 
squeeze'. 

158. kanpA 'soft outgrowth': AA. knPr 'lip' ~ IE. gemb- 'outgro: 
lip, mushroom' ~ Ural. kampA 'mushroom'. 

159. (Desoriptive) karA/kurA 'orané': ? AA. [k(w)rk 'iďi ~ IE. 
gerH- 'iď ~ Ural. karke/kurke 'iď ~ Drav. kor-/kur- 'iď ~ ? 1 
[kara-/kura- 'iď]. 

160. kajwA 'chew': IE. gieu-/gieu- 'iď ~ Alt. kab/a/- 'iď. 

161. ka/lH/A 'go, wander': ? AA. klh 'wander, step' ~ Ural. kalo 
'to ford, wander' ~ Drav. kál- 'go' ~ Alt. [kalii- 'arrive']. 

162. kalu 'female relation': AA. [kl(l) ' daughter ( sister)-in-lavi 
bride' ~ ? Kart. [kal- 'woman'] ~ IE. <jJ5u 'brother's wife' ~ Ur 
kalii 'female relation (husbanďs sister, brotheťs wife, etc. ) ; 
sister's husbanď ~ Drav. [kal- 'wife of fatheťs brother, aunť 
~ Alt. kali(n) 'wife of younger brother or son, sister's husband 

163. kENA 'know': AA. k(j)n 'know, recognize' ~ Kart. gen 'under 
stand, cognize, feel' ~ IE. genho-/gnehVi- 'know'. 

164. (Desoriptive) k/iH/A 'sing': IE. /g/eiH- 'sing, scream' ~ 
Ural. kiyA- 'make the mating call, sing'. 
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165. ? kirHA 'olď: IE. gerH- 'old, decrepiď ~ Drav. [kir(a) 

'olď J . 

166. kiwi 'stone': ? AA. [kw 'stone'] ~ Kart. kw-a 'stone' ~ 

Ural. kiwe 'stone'. 

167. koja 'moth, Caterpillar': Ural. koja 'moth' ~ Alt. kuja 'moth, 
larva of gadfly'. 

168. kojHa 'fatty, plump, healthy': IE. g!?eihil-/gííieh\í- ' be 
healthy, live' ~ Ural. koja 'fat, fatty'. 

169. ? kojHa ' skin, leather, bark': IE. giíeiH- 'skin, leather' ~ 
Ural. koja 'bark, rind, crusť. 

170. ? kojw/a/ 'birch': Ural. kojwn ' iď ~ Alt. kib(a) 'iď. 

171. ? koÁA 'to skin, strip': Ural. ko«f / A-/kuí / a- 'to skin, strip, 
undress' ~ Alt. [koLa- 'to skin']. 

172. korA 'anger, spirituál pain': AA. k(w)r 'be angry, suffer' ~ 
Drav. korA- 'be angry' ~ Alt. korA- 'anger, shame, pain'. 

173. ? kOr / i 'lamb, sheep': AA. kr 'lamb, young ram' ~ Drav. kori/ 
kuri 'sheep' ~ Alt. kur " i-/kor " i- 'lamb'. 

174. ktida 'male relation': Ural. kii<$u 'wife's husband, husbanďs or 
wife's brother' ~ Alt. kuda/kuda (< *kiida) 'relationship by 
raarriage, father of son(daughter)-in-law, brother(son)-in-law'. 

175. ? kiijňA 'to bend at the joints': IE. genu-/gneu- 'knee' ~ 

Ural. kiijňa-(ra) 'elbow bone, forearm' ~ Drav. kun 'hump'. 

176. kul 'a 'freeze, colď: ? Kart. kwer-/kwel- 'to cool' ~ Ural. 
kiiLma 'cold, frost, freeze' ~ Drav. [ku^A- 'cold'] ~ Alt. Ko1'(a) 

'freeze, frost'. 

177. kiiia 'lake, sraall reservoir': AA. kwl 'reservoir, lake, river' 
~ Ural. k/a/ÍA 'lake, river bay' ~ Drav. kU^a- 'reservoir, pond, 
lake'. 

178. kuni 'wife, woman': AA. k(w)n/knw 'one of wives in polygamy, 
woman' ~ IE. g“en- 'wife, woman' ~ Alt. kiini 'one of wives in 
polygamy'. 

179. kUiA 'snake, worm': AA. [kwl 'snake, worm'] ~ ? Kart. gwel- 
'snake' ~ Ural. koiA 'worm' ~ Alt. [kuli- 'snake, worm']. 
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180. ? kAm/\ 'biting insecť: AA. km-/qm- 'biting insect (louse, 
flea, tick)' ~ Alt. [komi- 'biting insect (louse, ant, beetle)']. 

181. ? Kaž* 'advance with efforť (> 'run, crawl'): Ural. *k/a/£e- 
'run, crawl' ~ Alt. [Kaža- 'crawl']. 

182. KejA 'do': Drav. kej- 'iď ~ Alt. Ki- 'iď. 

183. ? Koki 'follow, track': Ural. koke- 'look around, notice, 
finď ~ Alt. [KogA- 'track, follow, pursue']. 

184. Kuma 'overturned' : Ural. kuraa 'iď ~ Alt. Kom(a)- 'iď. 

185. KuPáa 'put out, extinguish, go ouť: IE. g^es- 'go ouť ~ 

Ural. kupsa-/kopsa- ' go ouť. 

186. ? Ku/s/i 'fall': Ural. ku/s/e- 'fall' ~ Drav. kuc(i>- 'fall, 
lower'. 

187. ? KíimTa 'fog': Ural. kiimta 'fog, smoke' ~ Alt. kiida- 'fog'. 

188. Kíí£a 'to tie up, binď : Ural. kutke- 'tie, binď ~ Drav. kutA 
'tie, tighten'. 

189. -lja, nominal diminutive suffix: Kart. -k- (-a|j-, — ilf— > , 
diminutive suffix ~ IE. -k-, diminutive suffix ~ Ural. -kka/-kka, 
diminutive suffix ~ Alt. -ka/-ka, diminutive suffix. 

190. (Descriptive) Ijaba/kapa 'seize': AA. qb- 'seize, také, bite' 

~ Kart. ]jb- 'bite' ~ IE. ghabh-/kap- 'seize, také, hold' ~ Ural. 
kappA- 'seize' ~ Drav. kavv-/kapp- 'seize (with mouth), grab', kava- 
'seize' ~ Alt. k^abaťk^apa- 'seize'. 

191. IjacA 'man, youth': Kart. Ijac^- 'man, husbanď ~ Ural. k/a/C^A 
'youth, man'. 

192. IjadA 'to weave, plait (with twigs)': AA. qd- 'form pots; 
builď ~ Kart. Ijed- 'builď ~ IE. ket- ' (plaited) structure; 
vessel' ~ Drav. ka^ - 'tie, build; plaited structure, vessel'. 

193. (Descriptive) IjaHPA 'chop, dig': ? AA. kHP 'dig, chop, cuť 
~ Kart. ljap-/|fěp- 'chóp, cuť ~ IE. ke(h')p- 'chop, dig'. 

194. I;a}ta 'depart, leave, abandon': ? Kart. [ljel- 'depart, remain'] 

~ Ural. kaS'a- 'abandon' ~ Drav. ka^f/^t 3- '9° ty, pass, cross 
over, abandon' ~ Alt. k^ala- 'remain, waiť, 

195. ^apA 'napě of neck, heaď: AA. qP 'napě of neck, heaď ~ Kart. 
]jep-a 'napě of neck, skuli' ~ IE. k/a/p- 'head, skuli'. 
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196. kaca 'cuť: AA. qs 'cut, beat, break' ~ Kart. [kac^- 'cut, 
chop']* ~ IE. k y es— 'cuť ~ Ural. kacA/keca 'knife, edge, point' ~ 

? Drav. kacc- 'bite, sting' ~ Alt. [k c asa- 'cut']. 

197. karA 'tie (tightly)': ? AA. kr 'tie, wrap' ~ Kart. ]jar-/]jer- 
'tie'"~ IE. k'er- 'tie' ~ Ural. karA- 'tie tightly, wrap up' ~ 
Drav. [kar- 'tie tightly, tighten'] ~ Alt. k c arA 'tie tightly, 
tighten'• 

198. IjelA 'be insufficient' : Kart. kel-/]řal- 'be insufficient, 
neeď ~ Ural. kelke 'be insufficient, be needeď. 

199. (Descriptive) kerja 'to scream': AA. qr(j) 'scream, call' ~ 
Kart. kir-/]jil- 2_scřeara' ~ Ural. kerja- 'ask' ~ Drav. kxr- 'scream, 
call' ~ Alt. [k^Eri- 'call']. 

200. IjErdA 'breast, hearť: Kart. m-kerd- 'breasť ~ IE. k'erd- 
'heart'. 

201. ly/o/, post-positional intensifying and conjoining particle: 

AA. k(w), conjoining particle ~ Kart. kwe, intensifying and 
affirming particle ~ IE. k*e, conjoining and intensifying particle 
~ Ural. -ka/-ka, intensifying and conjoining particle ~ Alt. -ka, 
intensifying particle. 

202. kol y a 'rounď: AA. q(w)l 'round, rotate' ~ Kart. ljwer-/lřwal- 
'rounď' ~ IE. k“el- 'round, rotate' ~ ? Ural. kol'a 'circle' ~ Alt. 
Ko1'a- 'mix, revolve, turn'. 

203. kudi 'tail': Kart. ]^wad-/kud- 'iď ~ Alt. k c udi-rga 'iď. 

2 04. IjuJla 'secret, to steal': AA. [q(w)l 'steal, deceive’] ~ 

? Kart. [ljwel- 'hide, cover'] ~ Drav. ku£t~ ’secret' ~ Alt. 
k s ula-/k c ola- 'steal, lie'. 

205. kUtA 'smáli': AA. q(w)t/k(w)£/kt 'iď ~ Kart. ]yuk-/]jot;- ' id' ~ 
Drav. kucjd- ' id ' . 

206. ? kArpA 'gather fruiť : Kart. kerb-/l{:reb- 'gather', krep- 
'gather fruiť ~ IE. Kerp- 'gather fruiť. 

207. Ka, particle inciting to action (with verbal forms): IE. -ke, 
particle inciting to action ~ Ural. -k, -k(k>A, suffix of impera¬ 
tive and optative (originally a particle) ~ Drav. -k(k)A, suffix of 
optative-imperative (originally a particle) ~ Alt. -kA, suffix of 
imperative. 

208. Kajla 'hot, burn': AA. [ql- 'burn, fry'] ~ IE. k'el- 'hot; 
colď ~ Drav. kaj- 'burn' ~ Alt. k c iala- 'hot, burn, kindle'. 
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209. KajwA 'dig': IE. ‘keiyťťeu- (< *k'ieu-) 'hole' ~ Ural. 
kajwa-/kojwa- 'dig, draw (ladle), throw'. 

210. KaLi 'raise, rise': AA. ql- 'rise, raise, summit' ~ IE. kelH- 
'rise, raise; mountain, hill' ~ Alt. ťali- 'rise'. 

211. KanA 'give birth to, be born' : AA. qn- 'give birth to' ~ IE. 
ken- 'be born, young' ~ Drav. kan- 'give birth to'. 

212. Kapa 'to cover, close': AA. kp-/qp- 'cover, close' ~ Drav. 
kapp-/kavA- 'cover' ~ Alt. k e apa- 'close'. 

213. Kar/a/ 'black, dark coloreď: IE. ker-, ker-s- 'black, dark' ~ 
Drav. kar/kar/kár 'black, dark' ~ Alt. Kara 'black'. 

214. £arb/i/ 'abdomen, viscera': AA. qrb 'viscera, abdomen' ~ IE. 


(Kerp-)/Krep- 'abdomen, body' 
k c arbi- 'abdomen, belly fať. 

~ Drav. 

karA- 

1 fetus, 

worab' 

~ Alt 

215. l$ arA 'burn, to fire': AA. 

qr ( r) 

' burn, 

to fire 

' ~ IE, 

. ker- 


'burn, fry, fire' ~ Drav. kar(A)- 'to fire, be scorched, burn'. 

216. [JarA 'cliff, steep elevation': AA. qr 'cliff, mountain, hill' 

~ IE. ker- 'cliff, stone' ~ Drav. kar(a)- 'bank, edge'. 

217. £ar'a 'bark, crust, rinď: AA. qr(m) 'bark, rind, crusť ~ IE. 
ker- 'bark, skin' ~ Ural. kore/kere 'bark, crusť ~ Alt. k^E/ťa// 
Kať 'bark, crusť. 

218. IJaSÍA 'scrape, scratch'; AA. [qš- 'sorape, fleece'] ~ IE. kes- 
'scratch' ~ Drav. kaífíf- 'rash, itch'. 

219. KaSA 'bone': AA. qžš 'bone' ~ IE. Kos-t- 'bone, rib'. 

220. ^awingA 'armpit, underarm': Ural. kajna-la 'iď ~ Drav. 
kavuňkA ' iď ~ Alt. ťawini 'iď. 

221. Ka/lH/a 'tongue': Ural. kěle 'tongue' ~ Alt. k c ala- 'tongue, 
talk'. 

222. Kapa 'paw': AA. qp/kp/qb 'foot, sole, hoof; palm' ~ IE. k^epH- 
'hoof, paw' ~ Ural. kappa 'paw'. 

223. Ke 'who': Ural. ke- 'who' (stem of oblique čase ?) ~ Alt. 
k^e- 'who'. 

224. KE^a 'summer heať: AA. q(j)t 'summer, heať ~ Ural. kEČa 
'šummer heat, summer'. 
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225. KetA 'to fall’: IE. (?) Keid-/k'ad- 'fall' ~ Drav. ke$.A- 
'fall, collapse'. 

226. KEňU 'empty, light (weight)': IE. k / en- 'empty* ~ Dral. [kEňA- 
' lighť] ~ Alt. k c anii 'lighť. 

227. pEr a 'horn': AA. qr- ' iď ~ IE. k'er- 'horn; head, top, 
summit'. 

228. pila 'stem, stalk, hair': IE. k / el- '(prickly) stem, stalk' ~ 
Ural. kalke 'hair, combings, flocks' ~ D-rav. [kel 'feather, hair'1 
~ Alt. k e ila 'thick hair'. 

229. Kin/u/ 'be angry, jealous': AA. qn- 'be jealous, angry' ~ 

Drav. kinA- 'be angry' ~ Alt. Kin/u/- 'be angry, jealous'. 

230. pirA 'hoarfrosť: AA. qr- 'ice, hoarfrost, colď ~ IE. k / er- 
(in derivations) 'hoarfrost, crust (of ice on snow), ice' ~ Ural. 
kirte, kirA 'crust (of ice on snow)' ~ Alt. k c ir(a) 'hoarfrost, new 
snow'. 

231. (Descriptive) pirA 'scrape': AA. qr- 'scrape, wounď ~ IE. 
k'erH- 'destroy, break' ~ Drav. kirA-/kerA- 'scrape, shave' ~ Alt. 
k c ir(a)- 'scrape, to plane, to cuť. 

232. Ko 'who': AA. k(w)/q(w) 'who' (stem of interrogative pronoun) ~ 
IE. kilo 'who' (kVí—i — 'whať and other inter. pronouns) ~ Ural. 
ko-/ku- 'who' ~ Alt. k c a-/k c o-, stem of inter. pronoun. 

233. poja 'rest': AA. qwj 'remain, waiť ~ IE. k“ei(h"')- 'resť ~ 
Ural. koja- 'lie, rest' ~ Drav. kě- 'rest, lie'. 

234. porn 'gnaw, worm': IE. k~j-mi- 'worm', ? kiíer- 'chew up, break 
up' ~ Alt. Kota 'worm'. 

235. KuIa 'to fall, subside': Ural. kulA- 'to fall out, fall, wear 
ouť ~ Alt. k c ulA- 'fall, collapse'. 

236. purA 'plait, tie, binď : IE. k^er- 'build, make' ~ Ural. 
kurA-/korA- 'plait, tack together, fasten' ~ Drav. kurA- 'plait, 
tie, spin' ~ Alt. Kurn- 'adjust (to), build, arrange'. 

237. ? purA 'blooď: IE. kreuH- 'coagulated blood, bloody meať ~ 
Drav. kuruti 'blood'. 

238. KiijnA 'wolf, dog': ? AA. k(j)n/k(j)l, k(w)l 'dog, wolf' ~ IE. 
k y uon/k un- 'dog' ~ Ural. kujná 'wolf'. 
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239. Kula 'community, clan': AA. [q(w)l 'tribe'] ~ IE. kkel- 'clan, 
family' ~ Ural. kula 'agricultural community, village; dwelling, 
house' ~ ? Drav. [kuj 'family, crowď] ~ Alt. [Killa 'house, house 
servants' ]. 

240. pupa 'boil, swell up': IE. keup-/keuHp- 'boil, evaporate' ~ 
Alt. k c opá- 'swell up, foam'. 

241. PUca 'noven basket': ? AA. qw§/k(w)s 'woven basket' ~ IE. 
kSos- 'woven basket, woven article' ~ Ural. kuca-/koCA 'birch 
basket, birch vessel'. 

242. pUmA 'swallow, devour': AA. q(w)m 'devour, eať ~ IE. k^em- 
'swallow, gulp down'. 

243. pu/p/a 'pile, heap': IE. keup-/keub- 'pile' ~ Drav. kupp(a)-/ 
kuvA- 'pile, to pile up'. 

244. pUrA 'shorť: AA. q(w)r/kr 'shorť ~ Drav. kur 'short, smáli' 
~ Alt. k'or/u/- 'short, to lessen'. 

245. ^a, directive particle: AA. k(//q ?), directive particle ~ 
Ural. -kkA/-kA, suffix of lative, a postpositional directive par¬ 
ticle ~ Drav. -kkA/-kA, suffix of dative-lative ~ Alt. -kA, post¬ 
positional directive particle, suffix of dative-lative. 

246. ? -l/a/, suffix of collective nouns: ? Ural. -la, collective 
suffix ~ Drav. -1, plurál suffix ~ Alt. -l(a), collective suffix. 

247. <Descriptive) lakA 'lick': AA. Iq 'lick' ~ Kart. lo(f-/lap- 
'lick' ~ IE. lak- 'lick, lap' ~ Ural. lakka- 'lick, lap' ~ Drav. 
nakk-/nak- 'lick'. 

248. -1A, suffix of denominative verbs: Ural. -1 a, 'iď ~ Alt. 
-lá/-la 'id'. 


249. IAsa 'rub, damage': Kart. les- 'rub, damage' ~ IE. les- 'weak, 
destroyed, baď ~ Drav. nac- 'wear out; cause disease, weaken'. 

250. ? 1/e/pA 'spleen': AA. lp 'id' ~ Ural. 1/e/ppá 'iď. 

251. ? lewdá 'search, finď: Ural. Lew a- 'finď ~ Drav. [něp-/nap- 
'search for']. 

252. lipa 'sticky': AA. IP- 'smear with grease/fat, fať ~ Kart. . 
lap-/Jp- 'dirt, clay' ~ IE. leip- 'stick to, sticky, smear with 
grease/fat' ~ Ural. Lipa- 'slippery, sticky' ~ Drav. niv- 'smear 
with grease/fat, stroke' ~ Alt. lipa- 'stick to, sticky, viscous'. 
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253. -1a, adjectival suffix: Kart. -l-/-el-/-il-, suffix of parti- 
ciples and deverbative nouns; -il-/-ol— diminutive suffix ~ IE. 

- 1 -, suffix of denominative and deverbative adjectives ~ Ural. 
-la-/-la, suffix of adjectives, nouns, and diminutives ~ Alt. -1, 
suffix of deverbative nouns. 

254. (Descriptive) l^ama 'knead, mash, soften': AA. lm 'soft, 
tender' ~ IE. lem- 'break; weak' ~ Ural. 1'ama 'knead, mash, crush;. 
weak' ~ Drav. ňamA- 'squeeze, knead, mash, break'. 

255. i/a/fa 'leg': AA. lq-/lk- ^leg, fooť ~ IE. lek- 'leg' ~ 

? Ural. iakA- 'leg' ~ ? Drav. tak 'walk'. 

256. iapa 'flať: ? AA. IP- 'fiat, palm' ~ IE. lep- 'palm, paw' ~ 
Ural. iappa/iapa 'fiat, paw, shoulder blade' ~ Alt. lapA- 'fiat, 
leaf' . 

257. *A, locative particle: AA. 1, locative-directive particle ~ 

? Kart. -la, locative affix ~ Ural. locative suffix ~ 

? Drav. -uj, locative suffix ~ Alt. [-la/-la, locative suffix]. 

258. iejna 'soft, weak'i AA. ljn 'soft, weak' ~ IE. lei- 'soft, 
weak, thin' ~ Ural. lejna 'weak'. 

259. iiwa 'mud, silť: IE. leu(H) 'mud, silť ~ Ural. iiwa 'mud, 
sand, bog'. 

260. ionKa 'benď: IE lenk- 'benď ~ Ural. ioijka 'bend, chip off; 
droop, dangle' ~ Drav. toňk- 'bend, dangle' ~ Alt. loga- 'bend, 
incline, bow'. 

261. iíikA 'pierce, insert': Ural. iiikkA- 'pierce, insert, push' ~ 
Drav. [tukk- 'insert, push'] ~ Alt. liika- 'pierce'. 

262. LabA 'seize, acquire': AA. lb- 'seize, acquire' ~ IE. 1/e/bh- 
'seize, acquire' ~ Alt. [labA- 'drag in one's teeth']. 

263. LaHm/u/ 'swamp': ? Kart. [lam- 'silt, dampness'] ~ IE^ lehm- 
'swamp, puddle' — Ural. Lampě 'swamp, smáli lake' ~ Alt. lamu 

'swamp, sea'. 

264. Lamd/i/ 'low, depression': IE. lendh- 'valley, plain' ~ Ural. 
Lamte 'low, depression'. 

265. L/a/^A 'damp': Kart. l£.w- 'moisten' ~ IE. lat- 'damp, moist 
soil'. 

266. Lawša 'weak, limp': IE. leus- 'iď ~ Ural. Lawša 'iď. 


156 



267. L/a/jA 'water, pour': AA. lj 'water' ~ IE. leiH- 1 pour 1 ~ 

? Ural. LajA 'liquid, river'. 

268. ? LopA 'peeled bark (rind), thin layer of plant materiál': AA. 
lp- 'peeled rind' ~ IE. leup-/leub-/lep-, 'peel; peeled bark, leaf' 

~ Ural. LopA 'skinned bark, leaf'. 

269. LubA 'to thirsť: AA. lwb 'thirsť ~ IE. leubh- 'desire 
passionately'. 

270. LuIja 'smáli carnivore': Kart. lelyw- 'young of carnivore, puppy' 
~ IE. luk / -/lunk / - 'lynx' ~ Ural. LuKa 'fox, marten' ~ Alt. loká/ 
luka 'lynx, fox, dog'. 

354. lunge 'snow': Ural. lupe 'snow' ~ Alt. [luŇa 'wet snow'1. 

271. LAga 'lie': Kart. lag-/lg- 'lay, to planť ~ IE. legh- 'lie, 
lie down'. 

272. ? LaIja 'be ill': AA. l/|j/ 'ill' ~ Kart. [le/x/- ' be ill']. 

273. (Descriptive) LaŽa 'lick': AA. lš- 'lick', liš- 'tongue' ~ 

Kart. laž- 'lip', }š-wn- 'lick'. 

274. ? }la/mH/u 'bird cherry': Ural. S óme 'bird cherry' ~ Alt. 

/d/imu 'bird cherry, buckthorn'. 

275. mágu 'baď: AA. mgw/mwg 'iď ~ Alt. [mágu 'id']. 

355. maHj/e/ 'rock, wave': IE. meh(j.)- 'rock, shake; wave, noď, 
(fig.) 'lure, summon, show' ~ Drav. maya 'sway, reel (physically 
and emotionally)' ~ Alt. máji 'rock, shake, sway, bend; wave'. 

356. maHjA- 'lose strength, weaken; disappear, perish': IE. meHi- 
(> mál i) or mó(j)-) 'to tire' ~ Drav. máj a- 'disappear, perish,"be 
finished, die; destroy, finish' ~ Alt. majA- 'weaken, be losť. 

276. raajilA 'honey, sweet juice from trees': IE. mel- 'honey' ~ Ural. 
mají^A 'sweet tree juice' ~ Drav. [ma^f/niitt- 'honey, sweet tree 
juice' ~ ? Alt. [/m/alA 'honey']. 

277. majrA 'young male': AA. m(j)r 'man, young male animal (cub, 
whelp, etc.)' ~ IE. mer- lmer-io-) 'young man' ~ Drav. már-/már- 
'young male animal' ~ Alt. [miará- 'to marry']. 

278. malA ' numerous , abundanť: ? AA. ml- 'gooď ~ IE. mel- 
'numerous, abundanť ~ Drav. mal 'abundanť. 
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Drav. man- 


279. ? mana 'stop, detain': AA [mní 'detain, hinder'] ~ 

'stop' ~ Alt. [mana- 'finish, destroy']. 

280. manga 'strong': AA. [mAÍnlg- 'strong, heavy, abundant'] ~ 

? Kart. [mag- 'strong'] ~ IE. mengh-/m (tí /negh- 'abundant, numerous 
— Alt. [mapa 'hard, strong, stable']. 

281. manu 'think': AA. mn- 'think, understand, desire, count' ~ 

IE. men- 'think, recall, mention' ~ Ural. manA/monn (< *mano-l 
'guess, conjure, say' ~ ? Drav. manA- 'request, worď. 

282. marja 'berry': Kart. mar-ggw- 'strawberry' ~ IE. mor- 'black- 
berry, mulberry' ~ Ural. marja 'berry' ~ ? Alt. [miirA 'berry']. 

283. marA 'tree': Ural. m/a/re 'iď ~ Drav. mara(m) 'iď. 

284. mA, formant with nominal function in relative constructions: 
AA. m- (ma-, mi-)/-m, derivational nominal formant ~ Kart. 
me-/m-/ma-, derivational nominal prefix ~ IE. -mo, derivational 
nominal suffix ~ Ural. -ma/-má, derivational nominal suffix ~ 

Drav. -mai, derivational nominal suffix ~ Alt. -ma/-ma, 
derivational nominal suffix. 

285. -mA, suffixal formant of the marked direct object: IE. -m, 
suffix of accusative sg. of animate nouns ~ Ural. -m, suffix of 
definite object ~ Drav. -m, suffix of marked object ~ Alt. 
[-ba/-ba, suffix of marked/definite object]. 

286. mALA 'mountain': IE mel- 'mountain, elevation' ~ Drav. mal- 
'mountain'. 

287. mAna 'remain in plače, stand firmly': AA. mn 'remain, be firm 
~ IE. men- 'remain in plače' ~ Drav. man- 'remain in plače, stand 
firmly'. 

288. mArA 'spot, dirty': IE. mer- 'dirty, dark' ~ Drav. mar-- 'dark 
spot'. 

289. ma, lst ps. pl. inclusive pers. pronoun: AA. [m(n), lst ps. 
pl. incl.3 ~ Kart. m-, markér of object of lst pl. incl. ~ IE. 
me-s, lst pl. ~ Ural. ma-/-me-, lst pl. ~ Drav. má, stem of lst pl 
pronoun ~ Alt. bE (oblique mE-n), lst pl. exclusive (secondary 
function). 

290. má, prohibitive particle: AA. m(j), prohibitive and negative 
particle ~ Kart. má/mo, prohibitive and negative particle ~ IE. mě 
prohibitive particle ~ Drav. ma-, stem of prohibitive and negative 
elements ~ Alt. má/bá-, prohibitive and negative particle. 
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291. ? málgi 'breast, udder': AA mlg 'breast, udder, suck' ~ ?raelg- 
'to milk' ~ Ural. malye 'breast, chest cavity'. 


292. 

manA 'man, male' 

' : AA. 

mn- 'male 

f man, 

person' ~ IE. m/o/n- 

' man 

' ~ Ural. *maňce 

'man. 

person* ~ 

Drav. 

man 'husband, lord'. 

293. 

m/a/rA 'be ill. 

die' : 

AA. mr- ' 

be ill 

' ~ IE. mer- 'die' ~ 

Ural 

. m/e/rA 'wound. 

pain* 




294. 

mar / a 'moisture, 

r damp 

' : AA. mr 

'damp; 

rain, reservoir' ~ Kart. 


*mar-(ei) 'lake, moist soil; clouď (< 'damp') ~ IE. mor- 'swamp, 
reservoir' ~ Drav. [mar-ai 'rain') ~ Alt. moRa-/muRa- 'sea, river; 
water' . 

295. ? mene 'step': IE. men- 'trample, step on, crumple' ~ Ural. 
mene- 'go'. 

357. ? měna 'to miss, pass by; be futile, in vain; reckless; falše' 
IE. men-ť/miy-t- 'be futil§, useless; falše, to lie' ~ Ural. menta 
'pass by, miss the mark, be mistaken' ~ Alt. mun-u- 'get lost; go 
insane', men- 'become blunt, duli; become cloudy (consciouness), 
men-de- 'be shocked, be lost, become confuseď. 

296. ? mer'ň 'fat, smear with grease/fať: AA [mr- 'greasy, smear 
with grease/fať] ~ Drav. nerA- 'to smear with grease, to coať . 

297. metA 'feel, realize': IE med- 'think over, ponder' ~ Alt. 
rneda- 'feel, know'. 

298. mEwA 'water, moisture^: AA. mw 'water, moisture' ~ IE. meu- 
'moist, moisten' ~ Alt. [no] 'water'. 

299. mi, lst ps. sg. pers. pronoun 'I' (oblique mi-nA): Kart. me/mi 
'I' (stem of oblique cases *me-n-) ~ IE. me- 'I' (oblq. stem: gen. 
me-ne-l ~ Ural. mi 'I' (oblique stem mi-nA-) ~ Alt. bi 'I' (oblique 
stem minA-). 

300,. mi 'whať: AA. m(j) 'what, who' ~ Kart. maj 'whať ~ IE. mo-, 
stem of interrogative adverbs ~ Ural. mi 'whať ~ Alt. [mi- 'whať, 
interrogative particle]. 

301. miňa 'woman, woman relative': AA. m(j)n 'woman, woman relative 
~ Ural. mina 'daughter/sister-in-1'aw' ~ Drav. min(£)- 'female, 
woman; wanton woman'. 

302. moI-A 'smash': AA. [ml- 'smash, break, dismember'] ~ IE. mel- 
'smash, grinď ~ Ural. *moL/a/- 'break, break up'. 
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303. mu, demonstrative pronoun ('this, thať): Kart. m(a)-, démon, 
stem 'this, he' ~ Ural. mu/mo 'other' ~ Alt. bu (oblique mu-n) 

1 this' . 

304. mu?A 'wash': AA. m(w)$ 'wash 1 ~ IE. mesg- 'wash, dive' ~ 

Ural. muSA, muske- 'wash' ~ Drav. muc(cI- 'wash'. 

305. muČA 'spoilage, shortage': Ural. muča 'shortage, fault, ill- 
ness' ~ Drav. muce- 'spoil; lose consciousness, weaken'. 

306. muda 'enď: AA. [md ' end' ] ~ Drav. mů^- 'enď ~ Alt. [muda- 
'end' 1 . 

358. ? munE 'shortage, defect, deformity': IE. men-d- 'defeet, 
shortage, deformity' ~ Alt. munE 'shortcoming, defect, shortage'. 

307. ? muna 1 egg': Ural. muna 'egg; testicles' ~ Drav. [mu£tai 
'egg' ]. 

308. mu(n)kA 'heavy, difficulť: Kart. ma)£-/mank- ’ heavy' ~ Drav. 
mukk- 'exert oneself' ~ ? Alt. [/m/ut)-//m/ukA- 'torment, suffering'. 

309. muri 'twist': AA. mr- 'rotate, twist, turn 1 ~ Ural. murA- 
'turn, dislocate' ~ Drav. muri- 'twist, revolve, benď; murn 
'twist, rotate' — Alt. muri- 'turn, twist, benď. 

310. murA 'break, smash': AA. m(w)r 'crumble, smash, cuť ~ IE. 
mer- 'smash, grind, crumble' ~ Ural. můra 'fragile, brittle, frag¬ 
ment' ~ Drav. murA/murA 'break, cuť ~ Alt. [murn/morA 'fragile, 
brittle'1. 

311. ? mUdA 'think': AA. m(w)d 'understand, think, say' ~ IE. 
meudh- 'think, say'. 

312. ? mAfn 'worm': Kart. ma£-J- 'worm' ~ IE. *moť 'worm, insect 
larva' . 

313. ika/Ž/a 'light, bright, sun' : AA. mš 'sun, morning, fire' ~ 
Kart. mz-^-e 'sun'. 

314. -n, suffix of oblique form of nouns and pronouns: Kart. -n, 
suffix of oblique form of nouns and pronouns ~ IE. -(e)n, suffix of 
oblique form of nouns ~ Ural. -n, suffix of oblique form of nouns 
and pronouns (> suffix of genitive) ~ Drav. -(i)n, suffix of 
oblique form of nouns (> suffix of genitive) ~ Alt. -n, suffix of 
oblique form of nouns and pronouns. 

315. nat/o/ 'female relative': Ural. nato 'sister-in-law' ~ Drav. 
natť/natn- 'husbanďs sister, brother's wife'. 
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316. 

ne/rH/i 'front of head 

, foreheaď : 

AA. tnjr(H) 

'foreheaď] ~ 

Ural. 
front 

nere 'front 

1 

of head. 

cheek. 

snout 

' ~ Drav. nerri 'forehead. 

317. 

nimi 'name': 

IE. nom- 

'iď ~ 

Ural. 

nime ' iď . 


318. 

ňaírA 'young. 

newborn' 

: AA. 

[ nír ' 

young, youth' 

' ] ~ IE. jeh^r 


'spring, year' ~ Ural. ňore 'young, newborn, spring' ~ Drav. nar- 
'young plant, geminate' ~ Alt. ňa/r/A- 'young, newborn; spring'. 

319. ňamA 'squeeze, seize': IE. iem- 'hold tightly, bridle' ~ Ural 
ňoraA-/(?)ňamA- 'squeeze, seize' ~ Drav. ňamA 'squeeze, press'. 

320. nara 'fire, blaze': AA. [nr 'fire, blaze, sparkle'] ~ Drav. 
ňarA- 'fire, blaze' ~ Alt. [NaRa- 'sun']. 

321. (Descriptive) ňamA 'soft': Ural. ňamAkA/ňimAkA 'iď ~ Alt. 
ňimA/ňamA 'iď. 

322. ? ňa/wH/a 'hair': Ural. ňawa 'hair, down' ~ Drav. [navir 
'hair'1. 

323. ? ňa^A 'moist, damp': AA nd- 'moist, ooze out, splash' ~ Ural 
ňacA/ňaíÍA 'moist, damp'. 

324. ňida 'to tie, binď: IE. nedh- 'tie, binď ~ Ural. ňiía- 'tie 
tack together, join'. 

325. (Descriptive) ňila 'slippery and moist (inner layer of rind, 
skin)': Ural. ňila 'inner layer of rind' ~ Alt. ňila 'slimy 

(surface)' . 

326. ňohrA 'moist, to flow': AA. [nhr 'river, flow'] ~ Ural. ňorn/ 
ňorA 'moist, swamp, to flow' ~ ? Drav. ňir 'moisture, water' ~ Alt 
noru 'moist, swamp, get soakeď. 

327. ňowda 'move quickly': AA. nwd 'move quickly' ~ IE. ieudh- 
'move quickly, do battle' ~ Ural. ňowňa- 'pursue, follow'. 

328. ? ňiikA 'shake, pull ať: Ural. ňukA 'pull at, jerk' ~ Drav. 

[nuk- 'shake'1. 

329. ňiilA- 'tear out, scrape off': Ural. ňiilke- 'to skin, tear out 
hair' ~ ? Drav. nu}}- 'pinch, pinch off, tear off' ~ Alt. *ňiili-/ 
ňoli- 'strip, tear out, scrape off'. 

359. ňajgu- 'bow, bend, hang': IE. kneigííh- 'bow, benď ~ Ural. 
/ň/ik/u/- (< *ňajgu- ?) 'bow, benď ~ Alt. yajgu- 'bend, hang, 
droop, rock'. 
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330. ňiKa 'neck vertebra, neck': Ural. nika 'vertebra, joint, 
neck, napě of neck' ~ Alt. nika- 'neck vertebra, neck, collar'. 

331. NajRA 'man, male': IE. ner- 'man, male, male strength' ~ Alt. 
[niarA 'man, person'1. 

332. NA, demonstrative pronoun: AA. n(j), démon. pron. ~ Kart. -n, 
markér of 3rd sg. subject ~ IE. ne-/no-, stem of démon. pron. ~ 
Ural. nA-, stem of démon. pron. ~ Drav. ná, démon, pronoun. 

333. -NA, suffix of plurál animate nouns: AA. -án, suffix of plurál 
animate nouns ~ Kart. -en/-n, suffix of plurál nouns (originally 
animate) in direct čase ~ ? Ural. -Na, suffix of plurál nouns ~ 

Alt. -na/-na, suffix of plurál animate nouns. 


334. 

NEgA ' 

stab' : 

AA. ng- 'stab. 

pierce' 

~ IE. 

neigh- ' 

stab. 

pierce’. 







360. 

Nuq/ii/ 

' bend 

, rock, lower': 

AA. nwx 

' bend 

, lower. 

lay' ~ Kart. 

nqw 

' bring 

down, 

overturn' ~ IE. 

neuH- ' 

bend, 

bow, rock 

' ~ ? Drav. 


[ nukA 'bend, bow'1 ~ Alt. nugu/niiku 'bend, bow'. 

335. NiiqA 'now': IE. nuH- 'iď ~ Ural. NiikA ' iď . 

336. ? palA 'swamp': IE. bolH-/pelH- 'iď ~ Alt. [pal- 'id']. 

361. pal'qA 'fooť; Kart. pjerq- (> perq-/berq-) 'leg, foot, step' 

~ Ural. p/a/l^ka 'fooť ~ Alt. /p/al'ka 'leg, foot, step'. 

362. p/a/r/a/ 'nail': AA. Pir-, p 4 r-s- 'nail, finger' ~ Kart. 

Pf/c/xa 'nail, claw' ~ ? IE. per-, perst- 'finger' ~ ? Drav. ver-aj 
(< "Pier-aJ-) 'finger' ~ Alt. para-(ga)/p £ ara-(na) (< *parE-(ga)) 

'thumb'. 

363. /p/aSA 'rooť: Kart. pasw- 'rooť ~ Drav. [vaca (< ‘p^^aca) 
'type of edible rooť] ~ Alt. P/3 /sa 'trunk, stem; handle'. 

337. pelHi 'shake, fear': IE. pelH-/pleH- 'shake, fear' ~ Ural. 
pele- 'fear' ~ ? Drav. tpirA- 'shake, fear'] ~ Alt. pěli- 'be 
frighteneď. 

364. per/e/ 'rind, skin, peel': AA. p^r- 'rind, skin, peel' ~ Ural. 
pere 'skin, rind, film' ~ Drav. p 4 erA 'rind, skin, peel'. 

365. /p/unÍE 'body haiť: Kart. [pačw-/ ? poS- (<*pawí- ?) 'body 
hair'] ~ IE. pus-, pous- '(body) hair, down' ~ Ural. punííe 'down, 
feathers' ~ Drav. p^occu 'hair, down'. 
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366. /p/u/ň/a 'hair, fur, feathers': Ural. puna 'hair, fur, 
feathers' ~ Drav. PjU^a 'hair, fur, down, smáli feathers' ~ Alt. 
PuÚa 'hair, fur, feathers'. 

338. ? pur^AÍ a)/pu1Ía( a) 'flea': AA. Pairgt/brgt/ (? )p ( (jlgt 'flea, 
mosquito' ~ IE. bhlus-/plus- 'flea' ~ Alt. piiraga/burága/( ? ) piir^a 
'flea'. 

367. padA 'fall': AA. [pdH 'fall, lie down'] ~ IE. ped- 'fall' ~ 
Drav. pa^A 'fall, lower (oneself), sit, lie down'. 

368. palgA 'fortified settlement': AA. bl/H/ (<*pl(j ?) 'settlement, 
dwelling' ~ IE. pjH- 'fortified settlement, fortress, city' ~ Ural. 
*palyA 'settlement, dwelling' ~ Drav. pajji 'settlement, building, 
temple' ~ Alt. pala a (> Mong. balaya- 'city, fortress, building'. 

369. paliHma 'palm': IE. pjma (< *pJHma> 'palm' ~ Ural. p/el'/ija 
'handful, palm' ~ Alt. p c aliija 'palm'. 

370. /p/alA 'tooth': Drav. palA 'tooth' ~ Alt. [Pala 1 (molar) 
tooth'. 

339. (Descriptive) par / /a/ 'tear, break, spliť: AA. /p/r- 'split, 
destroy, cuť ~ ? Kart. p 1 r-ec;-/p 1 r-i 5 - 'tear' ~ IE. (s)per- 'tear, 
break' ~ Ural. para- 'break' (usually derived ‘párek 'broken off 
piece') ~ Drav. pari-/pari- 'tear, break, spliť ~ Alt. p c 6r'u/ 
p t iir'u- 'tear, smash, grinď . 

371. /p/a/se 'membrum virile': IE. pes-, pes-os, pes-n- 'membrum 
virile' ~ Ural. p/a/se- 'penis'. 

372. p/a/jlA 'fall': AA. pl- 'fall' ~ IE. (s)ph61- 'fall' ~ ? Drav. 
vel- (< *p A ajl- ?) 'fly, lower oneself' ~ Alt. PEjle- 'fly, soar; 
rush downward; fall (leaves)'. 

373. /p/eHna 'to shepherd, defend, také care of': IE. po-/pi- 

(< poi- < *pe/h'/^~) 'to shepherd, defend, protéct, také care of' ~ 
Ural. plna (< ‘pěna ?) 'to shepherd, defend, maintain, také care 
of' ~ Drav. pěijA- 'defend, také cáre of'. 

374. pirkA 'ask': AA. brk (< *prly ?) 'ask, pray, bless' ~ IE. 
prek / - 'ask' ~ Alt. p c ir/u/ 'ask, pray (for, against), bless, damn, 
inquire of divinity, conjure'. 

340. (Descriptive) pisA 'splash': Kart. ps- 'urinate' ~ Ural. 
piSa- 'drip, drizzle' ~ Drav. picA- 'drizzle, rain' ~ Alt. p c isii-/ 
p c iisu- 'splash'. 
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375. poljwe 'cattle': AA. bkr (< p^r) ' larcje horned cattle, bull' ~ 

IE. pek u '(smáli) cattle' ~ Alt. p c oke-r 'bull, large horned 
cattle'. 

341. po^qa/podqa 'hip': AA. pAXd/pAXd/xpd (< *pAdx/pAdx- with 
metathesis) 'hip' ~ IE. bhe/dh/- 'hip' ~ Ural. poí^ ka 'hip, calf, 
meaty bulge'. Doubtful correspondences in Kart. and Alt. 

342. ? P/a/Hja 'pain': IE. pehi- 'cause pain, scolď ~ Alt. (Poja 
'wounď ] . 


376. 
hem-, 

? qamA 'seize' 
meH- 'seize. 

1 : AA. 
také' 

xm- 'seize, také, gather', 

~ Drav. am- 'squeeze'. 

m- 'také' ~ IE 

343. 

qo£i 'ignite. 

fire' 

: AA. 

xt-/xt- 'ignite, blaze up' ~ IE. Het 

' f ire 

i, hearth' ~ ? 

Drav. 

[ OtA 

'kindle'] ~ Alt. oti ' 

spark, fire'. 

377. 

qowe 'opening' 

> 

> 

XW ' 

opening, dooř' ~ Ural. 

owe- 'dooř' ~ 


? Drav. av- 'gape, yawn; to open mouth'. 

378. gurE 'to love': Kart. qwar- 'love' ~ Drav. kůrA 'love, 
desire' ~ Alt. k c uri 'desire intensely, love'. 

344. gurA 'edge, tip, cuť: AA. qwr 'cut, dig, opening' ~ Kart. 
qwer 'castrate' ~ Ural. kurA 'knife' ~ Drav. [kur 'sharp'] ~ Alt. 
[Kur-£a 'sharp']. 

345. ? qA, particle with collective meaning: Kart. I-qe, markér of 
plurál of 2nd/3rd ps. oblique object] ~ ? IE. -kA, suffix of 
collective ~ Ural. -k, suffix of plurál (in pronominal markers of 
lst and 2nd plurál) ~ Drav. -klk) a, suffix of noun plurál. 

346. ? rEÍA 'daylighť: AA. rjf 'sun, daylighť ~ Kart. [r/h/- 'to 
dawn, shine']. 

347. SaIa 'favorable': AA. šl- 'favorable, fortunate' ~ IE. 
selh-/sleh- 'favorable'. 

348. šehr'a ' be awake': AA. [ ihr ' be awake'] ~ IE. se/Hr/- 'guard 
(vigilantly)' ~ Ural. [/S/erA- 'be awake'] ~ Alt. Ser / a- 'be awake 
awaken, notice'. 

349. (Descriptive) £apha 'beať: AA. tPit 'beat, trample, 
break' ~ IE. tep- 'beat, crush' ~ Ural. tappa- 'beat, trample, 
kick' ~ Drav. tabb- 'beať ~ Alt. t c api- beat, hammer', t c api- 
'beat, kick'. 

350. wola 'big': ? AA. w/l/- 'big' ~ IE. jjel- 'big' ~ Ural. wola 
'many, surplus' ~ Drav. val 'big, strong' ~ Alt. ola 'many'. 
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351. wo£a 'get, obtain, overtake': Ural. wotta- 'to bag game, over- 
take (when hunting)' ~ Drav. ott- 'extract, bring'. 

352. zapa 'také into one's hands, hold': IE. sep- 'hold, be 
occupied with something' ~ Alt. ífapa- 'také into one's hands, 
make, arrange'. 

353. 3 /a/ňA 'fetus, fruit, pregnancy, descendents': AA. dn- 'get 
pregnant, descendants; brother, sister' ~ ? Kart. z^-a 'brother' 

~ Drav. can-ai 'fetus, pregnancy'. 
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SYMBOLS and ABBREVIATIONS 


A 

C 

C' 

6 

E 

H 

I 

K 

K 

L 

N 

0 

P 

R 

S 

T 

D 


a or a 

c or c 
✓ / 



a, e, or i 

undetermined laryngeal or post-velar 
e or i 

g, k, k, or g 
lj or g 

1 or i in initial position, 1, i, or \' in medial position. 

n, ň, or n 
o or u 

p or 
r or r ' 

s, s, or S, or z 
t or % 

o, u, or u 

vowel of indeterrainable quality 


Slanted brackets / / around phoneme(s) indicate that those phoneme(s) 
are the best, but not the only possible reconstruction. See #4. 

Round brackets ( ) indicate optional phoneme(s). See #22. 


Square brackets t ] around a reconstructed form indicate the recon¬ 
struction is based on the data of one language family. See #1. 

k c = Altaic aspirated k. 

5 = A glottalic consonant, except Dravidian retroflex consonants. 

C' = A palatal consonant. 

? = Glottal stop. 

r = Voiced pharyngeal. 

1} = Voiceless pharyngeal. 
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COMPARATIVE-PHONETIC TABLES FOR NOSTRATIC RECONSTRUCTIONS 
Compiled by Vladimír Dybo 


I. Nostratic Consonants 
Stóos 


NOSTRATIC 

initial inter-voc 

AA 

Kartv. 

IE 

Uralic 

Drav. 

Altaic 

pí-* 


P 

Pj P 

P 

p- 

P- 

pS'- 


-pí- 

P 

P 

P 


-pp—v- 

! —p—~—b— 

P" 


Pí 

p 1 (p“b) 1 


P" 

pr(p—v) 

P" 


-p- 

Pí 

(p'b) 1 


-p- 

-pp—v- 

-b- 

b- 


b 

b 

bh 

P- 

p- 

b- 


-b- 

b 

b 

bh 

-tu- 


-b- 

t- 


tHt)2 

t 

t 

t- 

t- 

tí- 


-t- 

ť(t) 2 

t' 

t 

BBS 

co 

1 

1 

-t- 

t- 


t 

t 

d 

t- 

t- 

t- 


-t- 

t 

t 

d 

-t- 

-t(t)-3 

-d-3 

d- 


d 

d 

dh 

t- 

t- 

d- 


-d- 

d 

d 

dh 

-6- 

-t(t)-3 

-d- 

k- 


q(k) 2 

k 

kjkjkk 

k- 

k- 

k‘- 


-k- 

q 

kl 

k,k,k« 


-k(k)- 

-k—g- 

k- 


n 

k 


k- 

k- 

k- 


-k- 

k 

k 

lil 

-k- 

-k(k)- 

-g- 

9- 


9 

9 

§hjgh,gtíh 

k- 

k- 

9" 


_ 121 _ 

_ a _ 

_a_ 

qhjgh^gyh 

-y- 

— !0— 

_I9I _ 


* The dash indicates thepresence of a vovel in the given position 

”■ Henceforvard, the sign (?) denotes thatthe expected reflex is not determined for a 
given configuration. 

* In Kartv. and IE, the reflexes of Nostratic p are found to be unstable. 

2 In Afro-Asiatic, glottalization occurs regularly in non-lexicai morphemes, roots 
containing p as the second consonant, and sporadically under other conditions slili 
not clear. 

3 The reflexes in post-consonant position are the same as in initial position. 
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Sibilants 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IE Uralic 

initial inter-voc 


Drav. 


Altaic 


s- 


u 

s 

S 

é- 

c- 

s- 


-s- 

v 

s 

s 

S 

-s- 

-cc-~-c- 

-s- 

/ 

s- 


š 

Sl 

S 

s- 

c- 

s r 


-š- 



S 

-s- 



s- 


š 

š 

S 

š- 


[s r ]* 


v 

-s- 

s 

v 

s 

S 

v 

-s- 

-cc-~-?- 

-sr 

z-* 


š 

2 

s 

s- 

c- 

v 

2‘ 


_z-4 








Affricates 

NOSTRATIC aA Kartv. IE Uralic Drav. Altaic 


initial inter-voc 


c- 


■1 

c 

skjskjskfci 

/ 

s- 

c- 

r v -i * 

Lc-J 


-c- 

s 

c 

-s- 

/ 

-s- 

-c- 


c- 


s 

c 

skjskjskk 

s- 

c- 

v 

c- 


-c- 







r 


z 

2 




v 

2“ 


~s~ 







/ 

c- 


s 


sk,[skjSkU] 

c- 

c- 

s- 


n 


<?1 

-S- 



v 

-C- 

/ 

c- 


s 

Cl 

sk-jsk- 

/ 

c- 

c 

g- 


/ 

-C- 

s 

C 1 

“S“ 

/ 

-C- 


v 

-c- 


* "The question of reconstructing a voiced sibilant corresponding to *s should 
probably remain open. Such a phoneme... appears in a few forms in Karty. (-1). Oniy 
one has a correspondence in AA (where, as usual, ve háve s): Kartv. *mz ] e sun' - AA 
*mš, šmš (redup. *mšmš).” (From the author s materiál for a comparative grammar.) 
*In square brackets, probable but unattested reflexes are given. 


169 


































































Affricates (continued) 


NOSTRATIC AA 

initial inter-voc 

Kartv. 

IE 

Uralic 

Drav. 

Altaic 

í- 


d 

Si 



c- 

%- 


m 

d 

Si 

-sd-(?) 




č- 


t(>s-t) 

c 

st- 

v 

C 

C“ 

v 

c- 


E3 

mssm 

v 

C 

-s- 

-cc- 

-C- 

-č- 

v 

c- 




st“ 

Č- 


č- 



t 

c 


-s- 

-Č- 

v 

-c- 

v 

v 


d 

v 

2 

st- 

c- 




v 

-2- 

d 





-í— d- 


Laterals 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IE Uralic Drav. Altaic 
initial inter-voc - 





v 

S 

s 

š-(~š-) 


*r 


v 

-s- 


v 

S 

s 

5_) 

-c-(?) 


X- 





/ 

8 - 


d-(?) 


-X- 

1 

i 

1 

/ 

-8 - 


-l- 


Pos tve lars 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IE Uralic Drav. Altaic 



inter-vo 

ic. 

q- 


q 

q 

k,[kjUk] 

Bi 

k- 

k- 



q 

q 

[k]jkj[ky] 

-kk- 


-k- 

q 

^9 

um 

q 


0 - 

0 -.* 

0 -! 


-q- 


q 

H 


-k- 


- 9 - 


9 

y 

[h],h,hW 


0 -i 

0 -! 


- 9 - 

á 

y 

[hljhjhU 

-y- 

— ! 0 — 

— ! 0 — 


* Here and below, the sign : denotes the lengthening of a vowel repre- 
sented by the preceding dash. 


170 

































































Pharvneeals and Larvneeals 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IB Uralic Drav. Altaic 

initial inter-voc 


h- 


n 


h 



0- 


-h- 

n 

X 

h 




r- 


c 

h>0 



0-: 

0-! 



c 

hj0 

h 

-k-(?) 

-k-(?) 

-10- 

?- 


D 

h>0 

hjhjfhy] 

0- 

0- 

0- 


-?- 

= 

hj0 

hj[hjhy] 

-i0- 


10- 

h- 


n 


hjhj[hy] 


0-1 



-h- 

h 


hjhj[hy] 





Liauids 

NOSTRATIC 


AA 


Kartv. IE 


Uralic 


Drav. 


Altaic 


n 

■É 

tm 


v- 

j- 

SHS8 

r 


-j- 

tm 


i 

j- 

-j- 

-j- 

UJ“ 



LU 

u 

LU- 

v-j 0 - 

(b-?), 0 - 


-m- 

lil 

LU 

u 

-LU- 

-v- 

bj 0 j (v) 

r- 


r 

r 

r- 

r- 

n- 

[ 1 -?] 


-1— 

r 

r 

r 

-1— 

_ r -j-r -6 

-1 - 


-r- 

r 

r 

r 

-1— 

-r- 

-r*- 

1- 


1 

1 

1 

1- 

n- 

1 - 


-1- 

1 

1 

1 

-1- 

-1- 

- 1 - 

*- 


1 

1 

1 

*- 

t- 

1 - 



1 

1 

1 


-i- 

- 1 - 


/ 

-1- 

1 


-1- 

-í- 

-i- 

/ 

- 1 - 


5ln Kartv. and Drav., -j- is lost before e, as is eipected. 

6 In Drav., r > r in the position before the (now lost) Nostratic second- 
syllable front vowels. 
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Nasals 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IE Uralic Drav. Altaic 


ioit-ial inler-voc 


m- 


m 

m 

m 

rrr 

m- 

m- 


-m- 

m 

m 

m- 

-m- 

-m- 

-m- 

n- 


n 


n 

n- 

n~ 



-n- 

n 

n 

n 

-n- 

-n-j-n- 

-n- 

n- 





n- 

n- 

n- 


-ň- 

n 

m(?) 

n 

-n- 

-n-j-tt- 

-ň- 

n- 


n 


W95R 

n- 


ň- 


-n- 

n 



-ň- 

1 

-D 

1 

-O 

-n-(?) 


II. Nostratic Consonantal Clusters (with sonants 7 ) 


Sonants with Bilabials 
NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. 
-CS-‘ -sc 


IE 


Uralic Drav. 


Altaic 



-Sr- 








m 

-Sp- 

-Sb~Sp- 

-Lp-,Nb- 


-Sp- 



-Sb-(-rb-) 

-rb- 

-rb- 

-rp- 


-r- 

-rb- 


Sonants with Dentals 


NOSTRATIC 
-CS-* -SC- 


AA Kartv. IE 


Uralic Drav. Altaic 



-St-(-Nt-) 




-Nt- 


-: t-(?) 


-St-(-Nt-) 




-Nt- 


-d-(?) 


-Sd-(-Nd-) 



-Ndh- 

-Nt- 

-nt- 

-nd- 


7 Laryngeals, pharyngeals, sibilants. and, possibly, sibilant affricales could form 
clusters not only with sonants. but also with stops in Nostratic; pharyngeals defi- 
nitely formed clusters with both groups. However, our materiál is too scarce to be 
presented in a table formát. 

* The following symbols are ušed in the table: C-consonant, S-sonant, N- nasal 
sonant, L-liquid sonant; : denotes lengthening of a preceding vowel. 
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Sonants with Pharvneeais and larvneeals 
NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. IE 
-CS- -SC- 


Uralic 


Drav. Altaic 


-hs 






-S- 

-s- 


B9 

E53 

-Sx-x-s- 

esa 

-s- 

-SS-(-S-) 

-s- 

-vs- 


■ . 

-:S 


mm 

-iS- 

-iS- 


-ST- 

-s-r- 

-s- 




-iSg- 

-?s- 



-S- 



-s- 

-S- 


-S?- 


-S- 



-s- 


-hS- 





-s- 

-iS- 

- iS- 


-Sh- 


-S- 


-:S- 

-iS- 

-iS- 


Clusters containing j and w , 

NOSTRATIC AA Kartv. 1E 


Uralic Drav. Altaic 


-CS- -SC- 


-jui- 



■G35S 

mm 

-v- 

-í]-b 

-jl- 



(K)— 1- 


—! 1 — 

-Vj-1- 

-jr- 

1IBSI 


(ÍC)-r- 


“!l— 

-VI-r- 

-rj- 

-M- 


-r- 

-rj- 

_,p_ 

- :r- 

-jn- 

DOS 


(K)-rf-(>jjn) 

-jn- 



-jn- 



(K)-n-(<ri ?) 

-jň- 

- :n- 


-ujd- 

(w)-d- 


-y-dh- 

-wS- 

— i t — 
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III. Nostratic vovels of a first svllable. 
a) East Nostratic Vocalism 


East Nostratic 

Uralic 

Dravidian 

Altaic 

*a 

a 

a 

a 

*0 

0 

o/a 

0 

*u 

u 

u 

u 

*a 

a 

a 

a 

*e 

e 

e 

e 

*i 

i 

i 

i 

*u 

li 

u 

Li/o 


b) Nostratic vocalism as reflected in the West Nostratic languages. 


Nost- East Afro- Indo-European 

ratic Nostratic Asiatic Kartvelian CVC KV(C) CVS 


a 

a 

cc 

a ; c - 0 

c-c 8 

K-(C) 

c-s 

o 

0 

CujC-CC-8 

we,wa~(u) 


KW-(C) 

C-S 

u 

u 

CujC~CC- ; 

U)e ; uja>o 

-u (> 0) 

C-K-C 

<W-(C) 

C-S 

a 

a 



I96!l 


C-S 

e 

e 



C-i-C 

K-(C) 

C-S 

i 

i 

CjC-CC- 


BTES 

K-(C) 

C-S 

li 

u 

CuuC~CC- 


O 

i 

x: 

i 

o 

K«-(C) 

C-S 


®In IE the dash denotes the members of the alternating row (e or o oř a), distributed 
according to the rules of the Indo-European stem. In Afro-Asiatic the dash denotes the 
spreading of the originál root 
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SEMANTIC INDEX TO NOSTRATIC RECONSTRUCTIONS 


Mark Kaiser 


'abandon' ka/la 

'abdomen' Karb/i/ 

'abundanť malA 

'acquire' LabA 

'anger, spirituál pain' korA 

'angry' Kin/u/ 

'antelope' gurHa 

'arise' buHi 

'arm' ga^i 

'armpiť KawingA 

'arrive' ?ejA 

'ask' pirkA 

'astringenť ůamA 

1 awake 1 áehr^a 

'baď mágu 

'bandage' jaHU 

'bark' kojHa 

'bark' far'a 

'bark, rinď Lopa 

'basket Iwoven)' KUca 

'be' Ha 

'be at a plače' ?esA 

' beat' <JÍAd a 

'beat' čapa 

' beat' taplja 

'become' Ha 

'bend' ion^a 

' bend' biifa 

' bend' giipA 

'bend' Nuq/ii/ 

'bend' ňajgu- 

'benď garfu 

'bend at the joints' kiijňA 

'bent' bufa 

'benť Čimpa 

'berry' marja 

'big' bara 

'big' wola 

'big' didA 

'birch' kojw/a/ 

'birth, give b. to' fanA 

'biting insecť kAmA 

'black' far/a/ 

'blaze' nara 

'blinď balA 

'blooď Kuta 

'blow' bAl^HA 

'blow' dEwHi 
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'boil' 

1 boil' 

'bone' 

'bore' 

1 born, be b.' 

' bow' 

'branch' 

■break' 

'break' 

'break' 

'breast' 

'breast' 

'breast' 

'breathe' 

'bright' 

'bright' 

'bright' 

'brown' 

'bubble up 1 
■burn' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

'burn (sacrificial offerings)' 
'carnivore (smáli)' 

'Caterpillar' 

'cattle' 

'chase' 

'chew' 

'chilď 

'chop' 

'chop' 

' clan' 

'cliff, steep elevation' 

'close' 

'clouď 
' co 1 d ' 

'collapse' 

'come' 

'community' 

' cover' 

' cover' 

' cover' 

' cover' 

'crane' 

'crawl ' 

'cross (a mountain)' 

'crust' 

'curved' 

' cut' 

' cut' 

' cut' 

' cut' 

' cut' 


fiipá 

bur'a 

faSA 

bura 

fanA 

ňajgu- 

í a 7 a 

bi$A 

murA 

pár"/a/ 

IjErdA 

málgi 

í/e/bU 

?anqA 

dlpa 

jela 

hia/ž/a 

bor 'a 

bur 'a 

Henka 

fa jla 

farA 

?aLa 

LuIja 

ko ja 

pofwe 

Ha ja 

ká jwA 

bAr a 

čapa 

IjaHPA 

fillá 

farA 

fapa 

bilwi 

kiil / a 

Hera 

?e jA 

Kula 

bur i 

CAtA 

danga 
f apa 

karA/kurA 

Kaí a 

íal 'a 

Kar 'a 

Cimpa 

calu 

ŽAta 

giljA 

kácá 

gurA 
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1 damage 1 
'damp' 

'damp' 

'damp' 

'dark' 

'darkness' 

'dawn 1 
' dawn' 

'daylight' 

'daylight' 

'deaf 1 
'deer' 

'defect' 

'defend 1 
'deformity' 

'depart' 

'depression (geog.)' 
'descendants' 

'deaire 1 
'detain' 

'devour' 

'die' 

'die' 

' dif f iculť 

' dig ' 

'dig' 

'dirty’ 

'disappear 1 
'do' 

' dog' 

'drag' 

'drip' 

'dust' 

•eať 
' eat' 

' edge 1 
' edge' 

' egg' 

'empty' 

' empty' 

' end' 

1 end' 

'excessive 1 
'extend' 

'extinguish, go ouť 
'extremity' 

' eye' 

'fal1 1 
' fal 1' 

'fall' 

1 fal1' 

1 fall' 

'falše' 


IAsa 
L/ a/^-A 
mar / a 
na^A 
fjar/a/ 

gAmA 

gE/hr/a 

goHjA 

rEÍA 

?amu 

dUrA 

Vili 

munE 

/p/eHr>a 

munE 

ka/ía 

Lamd/i/ 

t/a/ňA 

hawA 

mana 

KUmA 

d AWA 

m/a/rA 

mu ( n) Ija 

IjaHPA 

Ka jwA 

mArA 

maHjA- 

Ke jA 

fii jnA 

Hir'a 

curA/corA 

bur(H)A/bor(H )a 

$ AtmA 

Vita 

Honďa 

gurA 

muňa 

gopa 

KEňU 

HonC 'a 

muda 

bAgA 

janTA 

KuPsa 

dUJIA 

Hufa 

Ku/s/i 

fetA 

l$U 1 A 

p/a/jlA 

padA 

menA 
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' fat' 

•fať 
'fatty' 

'favorable' 

' f ear' 

'feathers' 

'feel' 

' f etua' 

' f inď 
'fire (n.)' 

' fire (n. ) ' 

'fire (n.)' 

'fire (n.)' 

'fire (v.)’ 

'fish' 

'fish' 

•flash' 

•fiat' 

•flea' 

'flee' 

'fleece' 

'fleece' 

'flow of water' 
'flow’ 

'flow' 

' fog' 

'follow, track' 
■fooď 
•fooť 
'forehead' 

'forward edge' 

'freeze' 

■fur' 

'futile' 

'gape' 

'gather fruiť 
' get' 

'girdle' 

' give' 

'glimmer' 

'gnaw' 

' go' 

'go with efforť 
' good' 

'grey-brown' 

' grief' 

'grow (of plants)' 
'grow up' 

'guard' 

'hair' 

'hair' 

'hair' 

'hair (body)' 


bongá 

mer ' a 

ko jHa 

SaI a 

pelHi 

/p/u/ň/a 

metA 

t/a/ňA 

lewda 

duli 

ňara 

q°U 

?aSa 

(JarA 

diga 

kalA 

balga 

iapa 

pUjl?ÍA( A)/piilÍA( a) 

bok/a/ 

kal' a 

ko^A 

Huwa 

ňohrA 

guru 

KumTa 

Koki 

?al 'a 

pal y qA 

ne/rH/i 

Ha 1 a 

kiil 'a 

/p/u/ň/a 

menA 

Hanga 

(jArpA 

wo£a 

jaHU (or joHA) 

be/rH/u 

ca jha 

IJorA 

ka/1 H/a 

KaÍA 

bara 

bor 'a 

gilA 

bol?i 

buHi 

iJirA 

/p/u/ň/a 

Kila 

na/wH/a 

/p/unŽE 
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' hand' 

'hang' 

'hardened orůst' 

'head' 

'healthy' 

1 heart' 

'heart' 

'heat (in summer)' 

'heavy' 

'herd (wild aniraals)' 

'high' 

■hip' 

'hoarfrošt' 

'hold' 

'honey' 

'horn' 

' hot' 

'hot coals' 

'ignite' 

'ill' 

•ill' 

'ill' 

'inflatě' 

'insect' 

'insert' 

'insufficient' 

'jealous' 

'juice frora trees' 

'jump' 

'knead' 

'knee' 

'know' 

'know' 

'lake, smáli réservoir' 
'lamb' 

' lay' 

'leather' 

'leave' 

' leg' 

' 1 ick' 

•lick' 

' lie' 

'life force' 

'light (not dark)' 
'light (not dark)' 
'light (not dark)' 
'light (not heavy)' 

'1imp' 

'1ive' 

' live' 

'look after' 

'look' 

'look' 


gati 

ňajgu- 

Čarn 

ijagA 

koj Ha 

golHA 

IjErdA 

KE^a 

mu(n)kA 

CurA 

berg/i/ 

poljqa/podqa 

$irA 

zapa 

ma j/b\ 

$Er a 
I$a j la 
gUrA 

q°ti 

dAWA 

La(ja 

m/a/rA 

bAl / HA 

kAmA 

4-iilj A 

IjelA 

Kin/u/ 

ma jJ>A 

9elA 

1 'ama 

bArKA 

cinA 

kENA 

kíiia 

kOr 'i 

dAÍ A 

koj Ha 
IjaÁa 
i/a/Ka 

lakA 

Lasa 

LAga 

ljaju 

dlga 

jela 

mA/z/A 

(SEňU 

Lawša 

ha ju 

?elA 

$irA 

bal$a 

cuHa 
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’ love' 

1 1 ow 1 

'lower (v.)' 

'male' 

'male' 

'male' 

'male' 

1 man' 

' man' 

'man' 

1 mash' 

'meat' 

'membrum virile' 

' miss' 

'moist' 

'moist' 

'moist and slippery' 
'moisture' 

'moisture' 

'morning' 

1 moth' 

'mountain' 

'move quickly' 

1 mud' 

'muď 

' nail' 

'name' 

'napě of neck' 

'napě of neck' 

'navel' 

'nearby' 

'neck' 

'newborn' 

'night' 

' now' 

'numerous' 

'obtain' 

' odor' 

'olď 

'opening' 

'outgrowth' 

'overtake' 

'overturned' 

' pain' 

' pain' 

'palm' 

'pass by' 

' paw' 

'peaceful' 

' peel' 

'perish' 

'pierce' 

'pile' 


gurE 

Lamd/i/ 

Nuq/ii/ 

gándu 

Hera 

man n 

Na jRn 

IjacA 

manA 

Na jRA 

1 'arna 

Homsa 

/p/a/se 

menA 

ňátA 

nohrA 

ňila 

már 'a 

mEwA 

?amu 

ko ja 

kiALa 

ňowda 

bulA 

iiwa 

p/a/r/a/ 

nimi 

gedi 

JjapA 
HEnPA 
daKa 
ňi§a 
na? r a 

gAmA 

NiiqA 

malA 

wo^a 

íiingA 

kirHA 

qowe 

kanpA 

wo£a 

Kuma 

baHl i 

P/a/Hja 

paliHma 

menA 

{lapa 

diinga 

per/e/ 

maHjA- 

íuIja 

fJU/p/a 
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'plait' 

'plait (with twigs)' 
'plant materiál' 
'plump' 

'point' 

■poplar' 

' pour' 

1 pour' 

'practice witchcrafť 
'precipitation' 

1 pregnancy' 

'pull ať 
'pull tighť 
'pull' 

'pursue' 

' pus' 

'put out, extinguish' 
'raise' 

'realize' 

'receive' 

'reckless' 

'relation (f.)' 

'relation (f . ) ' 

' relation (f . ) ' 

'relation (m.)' 

1 remain in plače' 
'rest period' 

'rest' 

'rind' 

'rind' 

'rind' 

'rise' 

'rise' 

'rock' 

'root' 

'round' 

'round' 

'rub' 

' run' 

'scrape off' 

'scrape' 

'scrape' 

'scratch' 

'scream' 

'scream' 

'scream' 

'search' 

'search' 

'secret' 

' see' 

'seize' 

'seize' 

'seize' 


Kuta 

kadA 

LogA 

koj Ha 

HoKi 

Hosa 

L/a/jA 

guru 

?arba 

bul a 

^/a/ňA 

niikA 

janTA 

Hir'a 

Ha ja 

íiru 

KuPsa 

KaLi 

metA • 

ga(H a) 

menA 

kalu 

mina 

nat/o/ 

kiida 

mAnA 

HutA 

Koja 

nila 

f!ar 'a 

pe r/e/ 

Hora 

§aLi 

Nuq/ii/ 

/p/asA 

gUl 'a 

Ijol 'a 

IAsa 

Kaí a 

ňiilA- 

^irA 

^a^A 

Ka^A 

ijer ja 

CAWA 

bil 'a 

gOTrA 

lewda 

kuAa 

HuKa 

Ifaba/ljapa 

kamu 

LabA 
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'seize' 

'seize' 

'seize' 

'settle a plače' 

'settlement' 

'shake' 

'shake' 

'shake' 

'shake' 

'sheep' 

'shepherd' 

'shine' 

'shiny and smooth' 

'short' 

'shortage' 

'shortage' 

'sickness 1 
'silent' 

•silť 
1 sing' 

'skin (n.) ' 

'skin (n.)' 

'skin (v.)' 

'skin, pelť 
'slippery and moisť 
'slush' 

' smáli' 

'smáli' 

'smash' 

'smash' 

'smear with grease/fať 
'směli' 

'smooth and shiny' 

'snake' 

'snow' 

' soft' 

'soft' 

'soften' 

'soil (poroua)' 

’soi1 ' 

' sparkle' 

'sphere' 

'spike' 

'splash' 

'spleen' 

'spliť 
'spliť 
'spoilage' 

' spot' 

'squeeze' 

'squeeze' 

'stah' 

'stalk' 


ňamA 

qamA 
?EmA 
?esA 
pal A 
dEwHi 
maHj/e/ 

ňiikA 

pelHi 

kOr'i 

/p/eHna 

jarA 

gi/i/lyu 

řJUrA 

muČA 

munE 

gilA 

diinga 

iiwa 

k/iH/A 

koj Ha 

per/e/ 

ko^A 

nila 

nila 

Siru 

IjUtA 

biCa 

moLA 

murA 

mer 'a 

íiingA 

gi/i/^u 

kUiA 

luňge 
ie jna 

ňamA 

1 'ama 

bur(H)A/bor(H )a 

diqA 

balqa 

gOl a 

Ho? i 

PÍsa 

1/e/pA 

calu 

par'/a/ 

muČA 

mArA 

kamu 

ňamA 

NEgA 

pila 
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'stand firmly' 

' steal 1 
'stem' 

'step 1 
'aticky' 

'stone' 

'stop' 

'storm (snow, sand)' 

'stretch' 

'strip (v.) 1 
'strip bark, skin' 
'strong' 

'subside' 

'suck' 

'sufficient' 

' sun' 

' sunlighť 
' sunlighť 
'swallow' 

'swallow' 

'swallow' 

'swallow' 

'swarap' 

'swamp' 

'swell up' 

' swell' 

' tail' 

'také care of' 

'také inta one's hands' 
'také' 

'také' 

'také' 

'talk' 

'talk' 

'tear ouť 
'tear' 

' think' 

'think' 

'think' 

'thirsť 
'thorn' 

' thorn' 

'thorny branch' 

'tickle' 

' tie' 

' tie' 

'tie' 

'tie (tightly)' 

'tie arounď 
'tie to' 

'tie to' 

'tie up' 

'tip' 


mAnn 

Iřuia 

Kila 

mene 

lipa 

kiwi 

mana 

burn 

janTA 

ko^A 

kal 'a 

manga 

£u1a 

H/i/mi 

bAgA 

iha/z/a 

dila 

goH jA 

bal?/u/ 

gurA 

H/i/mi 

f(UmA 

LaHm/u/ 

pal a 

IJupa 

bonga 

kudi 

/p/eHna 

zapa 

bari 

ga(HA) 

?EmA 

9AWA 

jAnA 

nul a- 

par'/a/ 

gu/nH/i 

manu 

mUdA 

LubA 

cujha 

gara 

gara 

CaKA 

bAn^A 

^urA 

nida 

ljarA 

Cali 

baHA 

Cali 

Ku£a 

dUJIA 
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■tip' 

'tongue' 

'tooth' 

'tree' 

'tree: bird cherry' 

'twinkle 1 
1 twist 1 
'udder' 

'underarm' 

'vessel' 

'viscera' 

'wander' 

'wash' 

'water' 

'water' 

1 water' 

'water' 

'wave (n.)' 

'weak' 

'weak' 

'weak' 

'weaken' 

'weave (with twigs)' 

'wide' 

'wife' 

'wild (beast)' 

'wo1f' 

'woman' 

'woman' 

'worm' 

'worm' 

'worm' 

'wounď 

'woven basket' 

'young male' 

'young' 

'youth' 

Affix of oblique form of plurál nouns 

Formant in relative constructions 

Formant of comparative degree 

Formant of direct object 

Formant of frequentive and iter. verbs 

Formant of optative 

Formant of verbal constructions 

Formant, adjectival and diminutive 

Particle inciting to action 

Particle of catergorical negation 

Particle of directive 

Particle of locative 

Particle of locative 

Particle of negation 

Particle of past tense 

Particle of prohibition 


gurA 

í£a/ lH/a 

/p/alA 

marA 

íia/mH/u 

gajlja 

muri 

malgi 

KawingA 

kala 

£arb/i/ 

ka/lH/A 

mugA 

jam a 

L/a/jA 

mEwA 

CEfu 

dalq/u/ 

Lawsa 

£e jna 

galpa 

maHjA- 

kadA 

CalHa 

kiini 

gU jRa 

^u jnA 

kiini 

mina 

kU*A 

jíorA 

mA^A 

baHli 

$llCA 

ma jrA 

ňaírA 

IjacA 

- j ( a ) 

mA 

jA-(á( a)) 

-mA 

-Či 

-jE 

?a 

-Čá 

Ka 

?ala 

Pa 

iA 

da 

?e 

Hi 

ma 
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Particle with collective meaning qA 

Particle, intensifying and conjoining daHA 

Particle, intensifying and conjoining k/o/ 

Pronoun, lst ps. pl. inclusive ma 

Pronoun, lst ps. sg. pers. mi 

Pronoun, demonstrative mu 

Pronoun, demonstrative NA 

Pronoun, demonstrative 'that' ?a 

Pronoun, demonstrative 'this' ?i/(?)?e 

Pronoun, interrogative ' whať mi 

Pronoun, interrogative, 'who' $e 

Pronoun, interrogative, 'who' Ko 

Pronoun, inter., relat., 'which, who' ja 

Suffix in the names of wild animals -bA 

Suffix of adjectives -jA 

Suffix of adjectives -1a 

Suffix of collective nouns -l/a/ 

Suffix of denominative verbs -1A 

Suffix of oblique form -n 

Suffix of past tense forms -di 

Suffix of plurál animate nouns -NA 

Suffix, diminutive-endearing -jA 

Suffix, nominal diminutive -Ija 
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This is the index to Illich-Svitych 1 s early reconstructions 
reproduced in the volume Reconstructions of Languages and 
Cultures, Bochum, 1989. 


ENGLISH SEMANTIC INDEX 


'abdomen' 

'across' 

'across' 

'allow, leť 
'angry' 

1 antelope' 

'arm, hanď 
'arm, hanď 
'ash-tree' 

'ask, requesť 
'astringent' 

'awake, alerť 
'bald' 

'bare, nakeď 
'bark' 

'bark' 

'bark' 

'bark' 

'battle' 

'be' 

'be' 

'be' 

'be' 

'beat' 

'beat' 

'beat' 

'beat' 

'become' 

'bee' 

'belt' 

'bend' 

'bend' 

'bend' 

'bend' 

'bend' 

'bend, incline' 
'bend, incline, bow' 
' be rry' 

' big' 

'big' 

'bij' 

'big' 


' bile, 

gal 1' 



'birch' 




'birth 

give 

b. 

to' 

' birth, 

give 

b. 

to' 

'birth, 

give 

b. 

to' 

'birth. 

give 

b. 

to' 

'birth. 

give 

b. 

to' 

' birth, 

give 

b. 

to' 

'bite' 




' biting 

insect' 



'black' 
'blinď 


**wa/č/A 

* * cArA 

i * * fal ^a t 

**Šawa 

* */k/inA 
**gojrA 
**k/a/ÍA 

* *qel a 

{**Hosa1 
**pir(k )a 
*‘caha 
**serA 

* *tarA 

* *kaljA 

* */k/erA 

**Kar'a 

* */q/opA 
?**koja 

* *wel a 

* * bu/H/A 

* * le 
**woylA 

* *!?leŠA 

* *pAr a 

**tapA (descriptive) 
?* *wa/lj/A 
?f **SUTaS 
1 * *Ha} 
f **p/a/rA( 

**ja/H/A 
** 9 ArkA 

* *bu/)j/A 
**gupA 
**wankA 

f * *Suj a I 
?**tOjA 

* *ion/k/A 

* *mar(j )a 

* *magA 
**maÍA 
**wo1a 

í **ČokA 1 

* *biŽA 

* *kojWA 

* *perA 
**/k/a/n/A 

* * bAr a 

* * š/e /wa 

* *turA 

* *waldA 

* *kxbA 

* * fon^A 

* */k/arA 
í**ŠokA! 
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' blood' 
' blood' 
' blood' 
'blow' 
'blow' 

'blow' 

'b1ow' 

'boar' 


'boil , 

seethe 

'boil, 

'bone' 

seethe 

'bore, 

dril1 * 

' bosom' 
’ bow 1 
'box’ 



'branch' 

'breast' 

'breathe' 

'brittle, porous, loose' 

'brown' 

'bubble' 

'bubble' 

'build' 

'build' 

'burn (fuel)' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

1 burn' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

'burn' 

'burst' 

'butt (end of tree)' 

'ca 11' 

' ca 11 1 

'calm, peaceful' 

'carry' 

'carry' 

'cattle' 

'chase (eneray)' 

'cherry' 

'chew' 

'child, baby' 

'chop (w/weapons)' 

'chop off' 

'chop off' 

'chop' 

'chop' 

'chop' 

'cloud' 

'cold' 

'cold' 

'collect, gather' > count 
'come, arrive' 


í **???i 

5 * *HesX-r-j 
í * *I$urAi 

**bnl/H/A 

* *d/a/wA 

**puŠA (descriptive) 
**puyA (descriptive) 
**9 ata (descriptive) 
**borA- (descriptive) 

* *pu(H)jA 

**/l</acA 

* *burA 

í **í/e/bu! 

?* *ňigA 
** /lj/o/g/n 

* * y/o/ 3 a 
**malgA 

?(**?anqAÍ 

* */k/umA 
**borjA 

**po/k/A (descriptive) 
í **KUPa! (descriptive) 

* *kadA 
**ra/%/A 
?* *^ulA 

* * /lj/a 1 a 

* *6 AVI A 

* *g/o/rA 
**líurA 
**pal '/\- 
**% / o / qr\ 

* *war a 
**(H lurA 

**pa/k/A (descriptive) 

* *£ungA 

* */k/erj a 

?**?AhA 

* *tu/w/A 

* *^a1 (H)a 

* *wegA 
?**p/ek/A 
**n/ak/A 
**Xo/mH/A 

* *kawA 

* *po jA 

* *wedA 

* *gunA 

* *^anA 

**/c/apA (descriptive) 

* *ka/p/A 

{**PaHu( (descriptive) 

* *bi 1 (w)A 

* * ku1A 
**qi/ň/A 
**iokA 
**je(HA) 
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■come, arrive' 

1 conceive' 

'conjure, practice witchcrafť 
'cover (for dish)' 

'cover (w/clothes)' 

'cover' 

'cover' 

' cover' 

'cover, shield from lighť 
'crane' 

.'crawl' 

1 crooked' 

'crown (of head) 

'crumple, knead' 

' curse' 

'cut off (plants)' 

' cut' 

' cut' 

'cut' 

' cut' 

' cut' 

'damp, moisť 
'darap, moisť 
'damp, moisť 
'dark' 

'dark' 

'dawn' 

'dawn' 

' day' 

'deaf' 

'deceased' 

'deceive' 

'deceive' 

'deep' 

'deer' 

'defect' 

'defend' 

'desire' 

'desire' 

'destroy' 

'destroy' 

'devour' 

'dig' 

' dig' 

'dirt, muď 
' dog' 

'down, fluff' 

'drag' 

'drip' 

'drip' 

'drizzle' 

' dry' 

' dry' 

'dry' 

'dust' 

'dwel1ing' 


{ * *tul 'J\\ 

* *h/u/rA 

** f ?}/a/rbň 

* *komtA 

* *cAtA 

* */k/apA 
**dangA 
?**iapA 
**burA 

t**karA/**kurAÍ (descriptive) 

* * Z Í 1 A 

* */8/ympA 

* */k/ir(H ) a 

* *manA 

* */S/OtA 

* * tApA 
**carA 

**cikA (descriptive) 

* *kertA 

* *lj/a/cA 
**ko/t/A 
**na^A 

* *norA 

* *wíía 

* * 9AmA 

* *tumA 
**g/a/rA 

* *goj a 
** nahrA 
?**dulA 
Í**NEHUI 

* *durA 

* * t A 1 A 

**tubA 
!**?ili} 

* *mu/í /a 
** qawA 

* *h/a/wA 

* *wi\/g/A 
**/l/ukA 

* * ru/é/n 

* * /l$/omA 

* * /ij/a jwA 

* * rowA 

* *ííwHa 

* *penA 

* *puí?A 

**{H}/i/rA 

**/c/ipA (descriptive) 
**c/u/rA (descriptive) 
**/s/ÍpA 

* */s/undA 

* * širWA 

* *šu/š /a 

* *burA 

**giilA 
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' eagle' 

' ear' 

'early' 

'earth' 

'earth, dirť 
' eat' 

' eat' 

'eat/drink liquids' 

' edge 1 
’egg' 

1 empty' 

' end' 

'exert oneself, be tense' 

'extinguished, go out' 

'extremitiy' 

'fall down, collapse' 

'fall down, collapse' 

'fall to pieces, disintegrate' 
'fall' 

'fall ' 

'fall ' 

'fast' 

'fasten together' 


'fat, 

grease' 

' favor 

1 

'fear' 


' f eel, 

grope' 

' f ee 1, 

grope * 

'film, 

pel 1icle 

'fire' 


'fire' 


'fire' 


'fire' 


'fire' 


'fish' 


'fish' 


'fiat' 


'fiat' 


'flea' 



'fleece' 
'f1eece' 


' f low' 

'flow' 

'flow' 

' f low' 

' f ly' 

' f oam' 

' f og ' 

'food' 

'foot' 

'foot' 

'force, strength' 

'ford' 

'ford, to wade' 

' fox' 

'fragile, brittle' 


* *ynrA 

í * *HaSa i 
?* * f HierdA 

* *magA 

í ?**dÍqA) 

**ze9A 
í **?ita} 

**á A rpA (descriptive) 

* *perA 
**muň(d )a 

* *gupA 

* *mutA 

* *gim/H/A 

* *ku/p/SA 
**du\A 
**/k/ulA 

f **KuS/Ca! 

* *{H}erA 
**/k/etA 
**?u/Č/a 
** wajA 

* *turA 
**/lj/urA 
**koj/H/A 

* * zoIH a 

* *pel a 

* *t/e/mA 

* *Í a E’ A 

* */k/al 'a 
**/H/o^a 

* * dulA 

* *piywA 

I **HenkA! 

!**?aSa} 

* *digA 

* * ko1A 

**íapA, **laptA 

* *tal/H /a 
**pur9A 

* * ko1A 

* *logA 

* *birA 

**curA (descriptive) (cf. **c/u/rA ) 

* *ňi(h)rn 
**žarA 

**parA (descriptive) 

* * /){/upA 

í * *KiiraTa! 

* */H/al a 
** p/a/l'(q )a 

* * pat a 

* *woj/H/A 
“kál (a) 

**bArdA 

**lokn 

**1 y amA 
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'front (of head)' 
'front' 

'front' 

'full' 

•full' 

'give' 

'give' 

'glitter, sparkle' 

'glue' 

' glue' 

'gnaw (re:insects)' 
'go' 

' good' 

'grass' 

'graze, to shepherď 
' grief' 

'grind' 

'grind' 

'grind' 

'grow' 

'grow' 

'grow' 

'grow' 

'guard' 

'gullet' 

'hair (facial) ' 
'hair' 

'hair' 

'hair' 

' half' 

'hard' 

'harvest' 

'head' 

' hear' 

' hear' 

'heart' 

'heart' 

'heart' 

'hearth' 

'heavy' 

'herd' 

'high, tall' 

'high, tall' 

'hil1' 

'hit (the target)' 

' hoarfrošt' 

'hold' 

'hold' 

'hole' 

'hole, opening' 
'hole, opening' 
'hollow, (arm)piť 
'honey' 

'hoof' 

'horn' 

'horror' 


**neqrA 

**qant A 

?f **HalA) 

**/t/urA 

**tangA 

**berA 

* * tO/H/A 
**9/a/jA 
**íabA 

i**P íSa! 
**/k/urA 
**q/a/^A 

* * Šuwa 

l**CAmAl 

* *pi/H/nA 
1**goLAl 
**molA 
**murA 

* *Pur(j )a 
*%alA 
**wí/Ž/a 
?í**???} 
l**Hitál 
**<Íawa 
**gurA 
**w/o/mdA 

**/^/il(k)A 

* * riawá 

(* */p/u/ň/a! 
**paÍA 
? í * *kamE í 
**ZukA 

* *baňgA 
**<^/íw/1a 
**SAlnA 
**g/AW/lA 
**kArdA 

{* *ŽaXa! 
**ljarA 
1 **SunJ$A! 
**gurA 
**/k/alA 
{**berg/i/1 
**makA 
**tagA 

* */ki/rA 
**/p/itA 

* *ňomA 
**pu/£/A 

* *qowA 

* *won/k/A 

* *k/o/n/g/A 

* *majÁA 

* * /I^/apA 

* * rAkA 

* *tikA 
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'hot weather 1 
' hot' 

' ice' 

'incantation, spěli' 

'intestine' 

'jackal' 

'jaws' 

'joint (knee, elbow)' 
'j ump' 

'kil1' 

'kin, family' 

'know' 

'know' 

'know' 

' lake' 

'lamb' 

' lead' 

'leaf' 

'leave (tr.)' 


'left' 

' leg' 

'lick' 

'lick' 

'lick' 

'lie' 

'lie, rest (re:corpses)' 
'light (not dark)' 

'light (not dark)' 

'light (not dark)' 

'light (not heavy)' 
'light (not heavy)' 

•lip' 

' lip' 

' liquiď 
' liquiď 
'liquiď 
'live' 

'live' 

'log' 

' long' 

'look' 

'loop, noose' 

'loose, unattacheď 
'loose, unattacheď 
'louse' 

' love' 

' low' 

'lower (adj) ' 

'maim, cripple' 

'make' 

'male (of species)' 

'male (of species)' 

'male (of species)' 

'man (young)' 

'man' 

'man' 


**/H/inda 

“Pa/ff/A 

**jan/k/A 

**áarnA 

**á A lA 

**tu/ly/A 

* *{H)ongA 
? 1 **kujňAl 
**/<S/elA 

* *qo(H)1A 

* * /lj/u/l /A 
**CAnA 
**kinA 

* *£anA 

* * /I{/oía 

* *ljorA 

* *wetA 

* * bo1A 
**ljaXA 

**z/e/wA 

**iakA 

**l/a/pA (descriptive) 

**lakA (descriptive) 

**laŽA (descriptive) 

**lAgA 

**/kujA 

**b/a/lA 

* *éohrA 
**w/a/l ' ()j)a 
**/ lj/enA 

* *gepA 
**kampA 

* * 1 ApA 

**9urA 

**L/a/tA 

‘*SAWA 
**ÍJUjA 
**l?(elA 

* *b/o/rwA 
**tel (lj) a 
** ba/)j/A 

* */c/olmA 
**/s/u1a 

* *lawÍA 
**tajA 
**qurA 
**lamdA 
**qalA 

* *gAmA 
**warA 
**gandA 
**wi/H/rA 
**(H)erA 

* *)fa j^A 

* *najrA 

{**manAl 
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'marten' 

' meat' 

1 miss' 

' mix' 

'moist, damp' 

'morning' 

'moth 1 
'mountain' 

'mountain' 

'move' 

' move 1 
' move ' 

' move 1 

'much, many' 

'much, many' 

'much, many' 

'mucus' 

'mucus' 

'mucus' 

'mucus' 

'nail (finger-, toe-)' 

'name' 

'narrow' 

'navel' 

'near' 

'need' 

'niť 
'niť 
' now' 

' odor' 

■olď 

'open wide, gape' 

'open' 

'overturn' 

'penetrate' 

'penetrate' 

'penis' 

'penis' 

'pieces of coal' 

'pierce' 

'pierce' 

'pierce' 

'pierce' 

'pile' 

'pinch' 

'plain ( n.) ' 

' pleasure' 

'point, (cutting) edge' 
'point, (cutting) edge' 
'point, (cutting) edge' 
'point, (cutting) edge' 
'point, (cutting) edge' 
'poke, prick' 

' poplar' 

' portrudé' 

'pound, crush' 


**'í/u/nA 
**{H)om/g/A 

* *mentA 

* * hulA 

* * sulA 

1**?amul 
?**g/o/jA 

**warA (Cf. **wo/rH/A) 

**wo/rH/A 

**fiowdA 

**q/o/dA 

?**rAgA 

?)**/S/elA( 

* *bA9A 

**m/o/nA, *m/o/n/g/A 
**palA 

* *rti 1A 
**no/H/lA 
**áulA 
**za/l/A 

f **p/a/r/a/l 

**nimA 
**£ijA 
?1**HEnPA! 

**dakA 

**l$elA 

**/s/ajrA 

* *ňejA 

**nu 

**sun(g)A 
**kirA 
**/l)/angA 
1**pa(n)Č a! 

? í * * kuma! 

**nurA 

* *sonkA 

* * pa/š /a 
** gAl / a 
**su\a 
**/n/AgA 

* *pedA 

* *qurA 
**turA 
**lj/u/pA 

**^ipA (descriptive) 
**gobA 
**^ArpA 
**/lj/urA 
ata 

**pi/H/A 

**wo/1H/a 

í * *Ho^i1 

f**Čaf$Al (descriptive) 

* * pulA 
**garA 
**bi$A 
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' pour 1 
■pour' 

' pour' 

1 pour' 

'pray' 

'prepare (food)' 

' press' 

'protruding' 

'pull about, annoy' 

'pull ' 

'pull 1 
'pulvarize' 

'pursue, follow' 

'push, pounď 
' puss' 

'put into' 

'put, lay' 

'put, lay' 

'put, lay' 

'raise, rise' 

'rear' 

' rear' 

'rear, raise' 

'receive’ 

'receive' 

'relative (f.) by marriage' 
'relative (f.) by marriage' 
'relative < f.)' 

'relative (m.) by marriage' 
'relative (m.)' 

' roe' 

'roli, slide, flow' 

•roť 

'rotate, turn' 

'rough' 

'round' 

'rub' 

' run' 

' run' 

' run' 

'sail, swim, floať 
' sap' 

' say' 

'acatter, strew' 

'scratch' 

'scratch, scrape' 

' scrotum' 

' sea' 

'search, finď 
'secret' 

'secret' 

' see' 

' see' 

'seize' 

'seize' 

'seize' 


**ju/k/A 
**lajA 
**tn/h/A 
í**t/o/kA} 

?* *milA 

**PÍŠa 

**^unljA 

{**^UmPAÍ (descriptive) 

**ríukA 

**t^angA 

*‘tanA 

**ba/s/A 

{**Koki) 

**sajA 

* *£arA 
**d/i/yA 

* *panA 
**ta P A 

f **Hora} 

**gedA 
(**perC/SAl 
**wirdA 
**sagA 
!**ga(H a)) 

* * ka 1 a 
** mifÍA 
**natA 

* *kudA 
?**ta/H/jA 

* *t urA 

* *gol a 
**íi ta 
**^uta 

* */c/arA 

* * ko1'A 
**(arA 
**b/o/kA 
**t/u/Ía 
1 **kaČAl 

**WOjA 

I * * šakA 1 
**te/h/A 
**ša/í /a 

* * /Ij/aŠA 

* *)jirA 

{**Pu(n)dAI 

**jam a 

**lewdA 

**ku\A 

**zalA 

**/H/o/1j/a 

** ^irA 

**/k/apA (descriptive) 

* *kamA 

* *labA 
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1 sei ze' 

'seize' 

1 seize' 

'sense, feel' 

'separated (from herd)' 
'settlement' 

1 shake' 

'shed 1 
'shine' 

'shine 1 
'shine' 

'short' 

'shoulder' 

'shoulder' 

'shout' 

1 shout' 

'shout' 

'shout' 

'sick' 

'sick' 

'siok' 

'siok' 

'side' 

'siLent' 

'sinew' 

'sinew' 

' sing' 

' skin' 

'skin, peel, scales' 

' skuli' 

'skuli' > 'vessel' 

' s 1 eep' 

'sleep' 

'sleep' 

's1Lppery' 

'smáli' 

'smear (w/clay)' 

'smear (w/fat)' 

'směl 1 ( intr.)' 

' smoke' 

'smooth' 

'snow' 

'snow' 

'soft' 

'soft' 


'sound, 

ring 

'sparkl 

e' 

'sparkl 

e 1 

'speak, 

talk 

'speak. 

talk 

'speak, 

talk 

' speak, 

talk 

' speak, 

talk 

'špit' 


'splash 

* 

' spleen 

i 


**qapA (descriptive) 

?**U V n 

í**?EmAf (descriptive) 

* *matA 
**so/XH/a 
**pal/9/A 

* * ta 1 a 

**ňulA 

* *bal/g/A 
**gil/H/A 

* * jarA 

* * /|j/urA 

f * *SankA1 
! * *toLA) 


**9orA 

(descriptive) 

**bilA 

(descriptive) 

* *murA 

(descriptive) 

* *gul a 

* *bal a 

(descriptive) 

* *gil a 


**m/a/rA 


**pe/H/jA 

“warA 

**dungA 

**/s/irA 

**son/H/A 

**ki/H/A (descriptive) 
**/p/erA 
f **kama) 

* * g a 1 a 

* * /If/agA 

**1u1a (descriptive) 

1**Sa/p/a! 

í?**HiitA! 

**sí1a 

* *)$u£a 

* * SÍWA 

**/sa/mA 

arA 

un/k/A 

* *guÍA 

* *luňgA 

**žingA 

* *lejnA 
**namA 

* * s o j a (descriptive) 

* *balga 
**jelA 

**CAWA 

* * h aw a (descriptive) 

* *wat a 

!**KeLEÍ 
í * * sUra) 

**^.upA (descriptive) 
í**gisA) (descriptive) 
í?**XaXA( 
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'split, splinter' 

'epliť, splinter' 

'split, splinter' 

'split, splinter' 

'spoil, ruin' 

'spot, stain, bloť 
'spread ouť 
'spread, diffuse' 
'spread, diffuse' 

'squeeze' 

'stand, reraain in plače' 
'stick into' 

'sticky' 

'stone, rock' 

'stone, rock' 

'stop, enď 
'storm' 

'straight' 

'strong' 

'strong' 

'strong' 

'suitable, appropriate' 
'suitable, appropriate' 

'šummer' 

■sun’ 

' sun' 

'swallow' 

'swallow' 

'swamp' 

'swamp' 

'sweep' 

'swel1' 

'swel1' 

•tail’ 

'také' 

'také' 

'také' 

'také' 

'tame, domesticated' 

'tear' 

'tear' 

'tear' 

'testicle' 

'thin, fine' 

'think' 

'think' 

'think' 

'thirst' 

'thorn' 

'throat' 

'throw' 

'thrust, shove' 

'tie together' 

'tie together' 

'tie together' 

'tie together' 


**6itA 

* * ca 1 a 

* *pil / A 
**te/l'/A 
?* *k/o/ndA 
**m/a/rA 
{**-?adal 
**pa/rj/A 
*‘?ArA 
**paj/n/A 

* *manA 

)**C/i/ngAf 

**lipA 

**kiwA 

?**t/aj/lA 

* *manA 

* *bur(9 )a 
?**wo j/lf/A 
*HinA 
**wakA 

?**1a1a 

**ta/lj/A 

**^AbA 

**k/y/íjA 

**dilA 

?í**si??í 
**sem/H/A 
(**tarAl 

* *la/H/mA 
**p/u/lA 
**/s/upA 

**bonkA (descriptive) 
*%il A 

**ljudA 

**barA 

**kantA 

* *WO^A 
**zagA 

?l**HUN a} 

**ter(H )a 

?í**qAlČA( (descriptive) 
(**pArgAÍ (descriptive) 
**qol'A 

* * SUpA 

* *g/u/nA 

* *m/a/nA 

* * sanA 

* *lubA 
**/c/uj(H)A 
**bilyA 

I**wECa( 

* *iu/k/A 
**9udA 

* *bandA 
**ljarA 

* * si/H/A 
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'tie together' 

'tie together' 

'tie together' 

'tighten' 

'tire' 

'tongue' 

'tooth' 

'touch' 

'tree, wooď 
' two' 

'unattached, loose' 

'vertebra' 

'vessel (clay)' 

'violence' 

'viscera' 

'wander' 

'warm (oneself)' 

'wash' 

' wash' 

'wash' 

'water' 

'water' 

'water' 

'water' 

'water' 

'weak' 

'weak' 

'weakness (physical)' 
'weave' 

'weave' 

'wide' 

'wide' 

'wide' 

'wide' 

'widen' 

'willow' 

'wolf' 

' woman' 

'wooď 

'work' 

'worra' 

'worm' 

'worry' 

'worry, be upset' 
'worry, care for' 

' year' 

'year' 

' young' 

' youth' 


**áida 
? f **nida! 

t**baHAl 
**jan/t/A 
f **wESa} 
?**nan/g/A 
**/p/alA 
**takA 
?{**m/a/jdi 
**to 

**sel(k )a 

* * niljA 

**patA 

* *s/u/dA 
**ljar (w) a 
(** ka/lH/AÍ 

* *t-/á/pA 

* *m/o/g(k )a 
f **baNA( 

(**rAhAl 

**m/aí}/řA 

** 1 HAWA 

* *wetA 

* *ya/lj/A 
f * * Huwa 1 
?**/ 9 /AlpA 
I**laC/SA! 

* *dAWA 
**pu/nj/A 
(**t/o/kA) 
**/í/al/H/A 
**pa^A 

* *pilA 

* * r Awh a 
?{**PíÍC/Sa} 
**šalA 
**!jujnA 
**k/u/nA 

* *marA 
**mu( n) Jja 

* *kui-A 

* ‘ida^a 

* *ta( h)bA 

* *t/o/lgA 

* Ar a 
**w/e/^A 
)* *SaNa) 

* *ň/o/yrA 

* *marA 
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illus., pb DM 49.80, ISBN 3-88339-413-0 (1/87). 

♦Bd. 4: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), For a Semiotics of Emotion. Ca. 210 S., pb 
DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-415-7 (3.89) 

♦Bd. 5: ESCHBACH, Achim (ed.), Perspektiven des Verstehens. 155 S., pb 
DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-414-9 (10/86). 

♦Bd. 6: CANISIUS, Peter (ed.), Perspektivitát in Sprache und Text. 242 S., pb 
DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-416-5 (7/87). 

•Bd. 7: EISMANN, Wolfgang, GRZYBEK, Peter (eds.), Semiotische Studien 
mm Ratsel. Ca. 293 S., pb DM 69.80, ISBN 3-88339-417-3 (6/87). 

Bd. 8: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Semiotik in den Einzelwissenschaften. Ca. 
600 S., pb ca. DM 94.80, ISBN 3-88339-418-1 

♦Bd. 9: SENNHOLZ, Klaus, Grundzuge der Deixis. 303 S., pb DM 64.80, 
ISBN 3-88339-462-9 (10/85). 

♦Bd. 10: KOCH, Walter A., Evolutionáre Kultursemiotik. 321 S., illus., pb 
DM 64.80, ISBN 3-88339-463-7 (3/86). 

♦Bd. 11: CANISIUS, Peter, Monolog und Dialog. 366 S., pb DM 69.80, ISBN 
3-88339-464-5 (2/87). 

*Bd. 12: JOB, Ulrike, Regulative Verben im Franzósischen: Ein Beitrag zur 
semantischen Rekonstruktion des internen Lexikons. 230 S., pb DM 39.80, 
ISBN 3-88339-487-4 (11/88) 

♦Bd. 13: SCHMIDT, Ulrich, Impersonalia, Diathesen und die deutsche 
Satzgliedstellung. 368 S„ pb DM 74.80, ISBN 3-88339-494-7 (3/87). 



Bd. 14: KOCH, Walter A., POSNER, Roland (eds.), Semiotik und 
Wissenschaftstheorie. Ca. 350 S., pb ca. DM 59.80, ISBN 3-88339-554-4 
♦Bd. 15: FIGGE, Udo L. (ed.), Semiotik: Interdisziplináre und historische 
Aspekte (BSC-Annalen II). 2 Halbbánde., Halbbd. 1 ca. 256 S., pb ca. DM 
44.80, Halbbd. 2 ca. 193 S., pb ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-555-2 (1/90) 

♦Bd. 16: FLEISCHER, Michael, Die Evolution der Literatur und Kultur. Ca. 
246 S., pb DM 49.80, ISBN 3-88339-596-X (3.89) 

Bd. 17: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.). Aspekte einer Kultursemiotik. Ca. 250 S., pb 
ca. DM 44.80, ISBN 3-88339-611-7 

Bd. 18: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Natůrlichkeit der Sprache und der Kultur. 
Acta Colloquii. Ca. 150 S., pb ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-738-5 
♦Bd. 19: FLEISCHER, Michael, Eine Theorie des Kabaretts. Versuch einer 
Gattungsbeschreibung (an deutschem und polnischem Materiál). Ca. 234 S., pb 
ca. DM 59.80, ISBN 3-88339-757-1 (11/89) 

♦Bd. 20: KUGLER-KRUSE, Marianne, Die Entwicklung visueller 
Zeichensysteme. Von der Geste zur Gebárdensprache. 278 S., pb DM 49.80, 
ISBN 3-88339-662-1 (8/88) 

♦Bd. 21: FLEISCHER, Michael, SAPPOK, Christian, Die populůre Literatur. 
Analysen literarischer Randbereiche an slavischem und deutschem Materiál. 
Ca. 454 S., pb DM 69.80, ISBN 3-88339-647-8 (8/88) 

♦Bd. 22: TSCHAUDER, Gerhard, Textverbindungen. Ansatze zu einer 
Makrotextologie, auch unter Berúcksichtigung fiktionaler Texte. Ca. 326 S., pb 
DM 69.80, ISBN 3-88339-739-3 (8/89) 

♦Bd. 23: GRZYBEK, Peter, Studien zum Zeichenbegriff der sowjetischen 
Semiotik (Moskauer und Tartuer Schule). Ca. 393 S., pb ca DM 69.80, ISBN 
3-88339-752-0 (11/89) 


Neuere und detailliertere Informationen zur Reihe (z.B. aktuelle Preisliste) sowie 
Bestellungen (Reihe oder Einzelbande) beim Verlag: 

Universitátsverlag Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer, Querenburger Hóhe 281, 
D-4630 Bochum-Querenburg. Tel. (0234) 701360 oder 701383. 
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Bochum Publications in 

Evolutionary Cultural Semiotics 

Aim and Scope: Transdisciplinary contríbutíons to the analysis of sign piocesses 
and accompanying events ffom the perspective of the evolution of culture. 

Modes of Publication: Irregular intervals, circa 5 to 10 volumes per year. 
Monographs, collecdons of papers on topical issues, proceedings of colloquies etc. 
General Editor: Walter A. Koch (Bochum). 

Advisory Editors: Karl Eimermacher (Bochum), Achim Eschbach (Essen). 
Advisory Board: Paul Bouissac (Toronto), Yoshihiko Ikegami (Tokyo), 
Vjačeslav Vs. Ivanov (Moscow), Rolf Kloepfer (Mannheim), You-Zheng Li 
(Bejing), Solomon Marcus (Bucharest), Roland Posner (Berlin), Thomas A. 
Sebeok (Bloomington), Vladimir N. Toporov (Moscow), Jan Wind (Amsterdam), 
Irene Portis Winner (Cambridge, Mass.), Thomas G. Winner (Cambridge, Mass.). 

Volumes: Available (♦) and in oreparation fup to Febr. 19901: 

•Vol. 1: YAMADA-BOCHYNEK, Yoriko, Haiku East and West: A Semioge- 
netic Approach. xiv + 591 pp., illus., pb DM 94.80, ISBN 3-88339-404-1 
(5/85). 

♦Vol. 2: ESCHBACH, Achim, KOCH, Walter A (eds.), A Pleafor Cultural 
Semiotics. 194 pp., pb DM 44.80, ISBN 3-88339-405-X (9/87) 

Vol. 3: KOCH, Walter A., Cultures: Universals and Specifics. Ca. 170 pp., pb 
ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-407-6 

Vol. 4: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Simple Forms: An Encyclopaedia ofSimple 
Text-Types in Loře and Literatuře. Ca. 700 pp., pb (paperback) ca. DM 129.80, 
hc (hardcover) ca. DM 144.80, ISBN 3-88339-406-8 
Vol. 5: WINNER, Irene P., Cultural Semiotics: A State ofthe Art. Ca. 130 
pp., pb ca. DM 24.80, ISBN 3-88339-408-4 

*Vol. 6: KOCH, Walter A., Evolutionary Cultural Semiotics. xxiii + 313 pp., 
illus., pb DM 59.80, ISBN 3-88339409-2 (10/86). 

*Vol. 7: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.) Culture and Semiotics. Ca. 179 pp., pb DM 
38.80, ISBN 3-88339-421-1 (7/89) 

Vol. 8: EIMERMACHER, Karl, GRZYBEK, Peter (eds.), Zeichen - Text - 
Kultur. Ca. 270 pp., pb ca. DM 49.80, ISBN 3-88339-410-6 
*Vol. 9: VOGEL, Susan, Humor: A Semiogenetic Approach. Ca. 385 pp., pb 
ca. DM 69.80, ISBN 3-88339-705-5 (6/89) 

Vol. 10: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Semiotics in the Individual Sciences. Ca. 600 
pp., pb ca. DM 94.80, ISBN 3-88339-484-X 

Vol. 11: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Geneses ofLanguage. Acta Colloquii. Ca. 

400 pp., pb ca. DM 69.80, ISBN 3-88339-485-8 

*Vol. 12: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), The Nátuře of Culture. Proceedings ofthe 
International and Interdisciplinary Symposium, October 7-11,1986, 






Ruhr-University Bochum. Ca. 663 pp., pb ca. DM 116.80, ISBN 
3-88339-553-6 (7/89) 

•VoL 13: KOCH, Walter A., Genes vs. Memes. xvii + 97 pp., illus., pb. DM 

29.80, ISBN 3-88339-551-X (12/86). 

VoL 14: KOCH, Walter A., The Biology of Literatuře. Ca. 150 pp., pb ca. 

DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-740-7 

VoL 15: ARLANDI, Gian Franco (ed.)., Ferruccio Rossi-Landi Probatio. Ca. 
150 pp., pb. ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339- 

VoL 16: KOCH, Walter A., The Dawn ofLanguage: Design Schemes in the 
Evolution of Communication Systems. Ca. 150 pp., pb. ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 
3-88339- 

VoL 17: KOCH, Walter A., Stereotypy, Rituál, Myth: Towards Cultural 
Stratification. Ca. 150 pp., pb. ca. DM 34.80, ISBN 3-88339-609-5 
*VoL 18: KOCH, Walter A., Hodos and Kosmos: Ways Towards a Holistic 
Concept of Nátuře and Culture. Ca. 100 pp., pb. ca. DM 29.80, ISBN 
3-88339-610-9 (12/87) 

*VoL 19: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.),77ie Whole and its Parts - Das Ganze und 
seine Teile. Approaches Towards a Holistic Worldview. Ca. 270 pp., pb. ca. 
DM 49.80, ISBN 3-88339-726-1 (6/89) 

*VoL 20: SHEVOROSHKIN, Vítaly (ed.), Reconstructing Languages and 
Cultures. Abstracts and Materials from the First International Interdisciplinary 
Symposium on Language and Prehistory in Ann Arbor, 8.-12. Nov. 1988. Ca. 
180 pp., pb ca. DM 49.80, ISBN 3-83339-708-3 (6/89) 

*VoL 21: EIMERMACHER, Karl, GRZYBEK, Peter, WITTE, Georg (eds.), 
Issues in Slavic Literary and Cultural Theory. Studien zur Literatur- und 
Kulturtheorie in Osteuropa. Ca. 600 pp., pb ca. DM 94.80, ISBN 
3-88339-750-4(11/89) 

VoL 22: KOCH, Walter A. (ed.), Evolution of Culture - Evolution der Kultur. 
Paradigms ofFuture Interdisciplinary Semiotics. Ca. 220 pp., pb ca. DM 

44.80, ISBN 3-88339-741-5 

♦Vol. 23: SHEVOROSHKIN, Vítaly (ed.), Explorations in Language 
Macrofamilies. Materials from the First International Symposium on Language 
and Prehistory Ann Arbor, 8.-12 . November, 1988. Ca. 165 pp., pb ca. DM 

44.80, ISBN 3-88339-751-2 (11/89) 

*VoL 24: KOCH, Walter A., The Wells ofTears. A Bio-Semiotic Essay on 
the Roots of Horror, Comic, and Pathos. Ca. 100 pp., pb ca. 29.80, ISBN 
3-88339-698-2 (3.89) 

For more recent and more detailed information on the series (e.g. the current 
pricelist) and for orders for the whole series or individual volumes please 
contact the publishen Universitatsverlag Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer, 
Querenburger Hóhe 281, D-4630 Bochum, Fed. Rep. Germany. Tel. 

(0234) 701360 or 701383. 
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Quantitativé Linguistics 


Aim and Scope: 


Modes of Publication: 

Editora: 
Editorial Board: 


Application of Mathematical Methods in 
Research on Linguistics, Literatuře and 
Related Areas. 

Irregular intervalls, circa 4 volumes per 
year. 

G.Altmann, R.Grotjahn (Bochum). 
N.D.Andreev (Leningrad), M.V.Arapov 
(Moscow), M.G.Boroda (Tbilisi), J.Boy 
(Essen), B.Brainerd (Toronto), Sh.M.Em- 
bleton (Toronto), H.Guiter (Montpellier), 
D.Hérault (Paris), E.Hopkins (Bochum), 
R.Kčhler (Bochum), W.Lehfeldt (Kon- 
stanz), W.Mattháus (Bochum). R.G.Pio- 
trowski (Leningrad), B.Rieger (Aachen), 
J.Sambor (Warsaw) 


Quantitativé Linguistic: 

Vol. 1 Altmann, Gabriel: Glottometrika 1. 1978, ISBN 3-88339-030-5, 
VII, 231 Seiten kart. DM 24,80 

Vol. 2 Grotjahn, RUdigar: Linguistische und statistische Methoden in 
Metrik und Textwissenschaft. 

1979, ISBN 3-88339-062-3, 296 Seiten kart. DM 34,80 

Vol. 3 Grotjahn, RUdigar: Glottometrika 2.1979, ISBN 3-88339-104-2, 
218 Seiten kart. DM 24,80 

Vol. 4 Strausa, Udo: Struktur und Leistung der Vokalsysteme. 1980, 
ISBN 3-88339-125-5, lil, 1 58 Seiten kart. DM 1 9,80 

Vol. 5 MatthSua, Wolfhart: Glottometrika3.1980, ISBN 3-88339-136-0, 
240 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 6 Grotjahn, RUdigar und Hopkins, E.: Empirical Research on Lan- 
guage Teaching and Language Acquisition. 1980. 

ISBN 3-88339-144-1, IV, 231 Seiten kart. DM 29.80 

Vol. 7 Altmann, Gabriel und Lehfeldt, Werner: Einfúhrung in die 
Quantitativé Pnonologie. 1981. ISBN 3-88339-150-6. X, 

401 Seiten kart. DM 54,80 

Vol. 8 Altmann, Gabriel: Statistik fúr Linouisten, 1981. 

ISBN 3-88339-151-4, lil. 239 Seiten vergritfen! kar. DM 29.80 

Vol. 9 Hopkins, Edwin und Grotjahn, Rudiger: Studies in Language 
Teaching and Language Acquisition, 1981, ISBN 3-88339-168-9, 
IV, 220 Seiten kart. DM 29.80 

Vol. 10 Skorochoďko, E. F.: Semantische Relationen in der Lexik und in 
Texten. 1981, ISBN 3-88339-171-9, VI, 

217 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 11 Grotjahn, Rudiger: Hexameter Studies, 1981, 

ISBN 3-88339-1 96-4, VI, 262 Seiten kar. DM 29,80 

Vol. 12 Rieger, Burghard B.: Empirical Semantics, Bd. 1, 1981, 

ISBN 3-88339-221-9, XIII, 375 Seiten kar. DM 49,80 




Vol. 13 Rieger, Burghard B.: Empirical Semantics. Bd. 2, 1981, 

ISBN 3-88339-222-7, XIII, 442 Seiten kari. DM 49,80 

Vol. 14 Lehfeldt, Walter und Strauss, Udo: Glottometrika 4.1 982, 

ISEN 3-88339-250-2, 200 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 15 Orlov, Ju. K./Boroda, M. G./Nadarejsviii, I.S.: Sprache, Text, 
Kunst. 1982, ISBN 3-88339-243-X, VI, 

335 Seiten kart. DM 49,80 

Vol. 16 Guiter, H. und Arapov. M.V.: Studies on Zipfs Law. 1982, 

ISBN 3-88339-244-8, III, 262 Seiten kart. DM 39,80 

Vol. 17 Arapov, M.V./Cherc, M.M.: Malhematische Methoden i. d. 
historischen Linouistik, 1983, 

ISBN 3-88339-300-2,1 70 Seiten kart. DM 24,80 

Vol. 18 Brainerd, B.: Historical Linguistics, 1983, ISBN 3-88339-305-3, 
236 Seiten vergriffen! kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 19 Winkler, P: Investioations of the speech process, 1983, • 

ISBN 3-88339-306-1,313 Seiten kart. DM 34,80 

Vol. 20 Kohler, R./Boy, J.: Glottometrika 5,1983, ISBN 3-88339-307-X, 
227 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 21 Goebl, H.: Dialectology, 1984, ISBN 3-88339-346-0, 

317 Seiten vergriffen! kart. DM 49,80 

Vol. 22 Alekseev, P, M.: Statistische Lexikographie, 1984, 

ISBN 3-88339-361-4, 322 Seiten kart. DM 24,80 

Vol. 23 Schwibbe, Gudrun: Intellioenz und Sprache, 1984, 

ISBN 3-88339-374-6, 200 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 24 Piotrowski, R. G.: Text - Computer - Mensch, 1984, 

ISBN 3-88339-375-4, 422 Seiten kart. DM 54,80 

Vol. 25 Boy/Kohler: Glottometrika 6, 1984, ISBN 3-88339-376-2, 
195 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 26 Rothe, U.: Glottometrika 7, 1984, ISBN 3-88339-423-8, 

179 Seiten kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 27 Piotrowski, R. G.: Mathematische Linguistik, 1985, 

ISBN 3-88339-453-X, 514 Seiten kart. DM 64,80 

Vol. 28 Piotrowski, R.G. u.a.: Automatische Wortschatzanalyse, 1985, 
ISBN 3-88339-459-9, II, 187 Seiten kart. DM 34,80 

Vol. 29 Andersen, Simone: Sprachliche Verstandlichkeit und Wahr- 
scheinlichkeit, 1985, ISBN 3-88339-466-1 kart. DM 29,80 

Vol. 30 Embleton. Sheila M.: Statistics in Historical Linguistics, 1986, 
ISBN 3-88339-537-4, Vlil, 194 Seiten kart. DM 34,80 

Vol. 31 Kohler, Reinhard: Zur linauistischen Syneraetik, 1986, 

ISBN 3-88339-538-2, 201 Seiten " kart DM 34,80 

Vol. 32 Fickermann, Ingeborg: Glottometrika 8,1987, 

ISBN 3-88339-559-5, 211 Seiten kart DM 34,80 

Vol. 33 Wildgen, Wolfgang/Motton, Laurent: Dynamische Sprach- 
theorie, 1987, ISBN 3-88339-619-2, 423 Seiten kart. DM 59,80 
Vol. 34 Grotjahn, Rudiger: Taking Their Measure, 1987, 

ISBN 3-88339-642-7, XII, 274 Seiten kart DM 44,80 

Vol. 35 Schulz, Klaus-Peter: Glottometrika 9,1988, 

ISBN 3-88339-648-6, 271 Seiten kart DM 34,80 

Vol. 36 Altmann, Gabriel: Wiederholunoen in Texten, 1988, 

ISBN 3-88339-663-X, 228 Seiten" kari. DM 34,80 

Vol. 37 Boroda. M.G.: Musikometrika I, 1988, ISBN 3-88339-678-8, 

330 Seiten kart. DM 44,80 
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An International Yearbook of Slavic Semiotics 


Editors: Michael Fleischer, Peter Grzybek 

Associate Editors: M. Jampol’skij (Moskva), T. Stepien (Katowice) 
Advisory Editorial Board: 

V. Biti (Zagreb), B.D. D’ankov (Sofia), K. Eimermacher (Bochum), W. Eismann 
(Graz), V.V. Ivanov (Moskva), Yu.M. Lotman (Tartu), J. Pele (Warszawa), N. 
Petkovic (Beograd), M. Procházka (Praha), K. Stádtke (Berlin), V.M. Toporov 
(Moskva), T. & I. Winner (Cambridge) 


* * * 

Zaak 0 log presentš a discussion and publication fórum for semiotic research 
in the Slavic countries. It offers Slavic and Western scholars the opportunity 
to announce and to exchange the most recent results of their work. 

■ Znak 0 log publishes contributions by scholars from East and West; topics 
of contributions do not necessarily háve to be restricted to Slavic materiál. 
Znak 0 log publishes originál contributions, extensive review articles. short 
reviews and an annual bibliographv. Articles are published in English oř 
German. 

Zaak 0 log addresses everyone 

— who works semiotically-oriented in the Slavic countries 

— who works on Slavic semiotics 

— who wishes to be informed about Slavic semiotics. 

Constant thematical issues are all aspects of Applied Semiotics, Theoretical 
Semiotics and (Evolutionary) Cultural Semiotics. Additionally. Zaak 0 log 
seeks to establish a discussion basis between Slavic and Western research 
in systems theory transcending the narrower field of semiotics. 

Zaak Q log calls upon everyone interested in the above-mentioned topics 
to co-operate. 


Editors’ address: 

Zaak 0 log, Ruhr-Universitat Bochum. GB 8/152. Postfach 102148. D-4630 
Bochum. Germany (West). 



advertisement 

Bibliotheca Nostratica 

ISBN 0342-4871 

Monographs on Inteiphyletic Linguistics, Language Origins Research, 
Protolinguistics, Preprotolinguistícs, Long Range Language Comparison, Global 
and Intercontinental Linguistics. Editor: GYULA DÉCSY, Indiana University. 

Vol.l. Eurasia Nostratica. Festschrift fur Karl Heinrich Menges. I-II. Herausgegeben 
von Gyula Décsy und Christo Dimov-Bogoev. Wiesbaden: Kommissionmsverlag Otto 
Harrassowitz 1977. Band 1: 217 pp. Band II: 256 pp. (in éinem Band, broschiert). ISBN 
3-447-01834-8. Distributed by Eurolingua. Preis US$86.00. — Vol. 2:1. Gyula Décsy: 
Sprachherkunftsforschung LPhonogenese/Paiaophonetik. Wiesbaden: Kommissions- 
verlag Otto Harrassowitz 1977. ISBN 3-447-01861-5. Distributed by Eurolingua. Preis 
(broschiert) US$22.00. Vol 2:2. Gyula Décsy: Sprachherkunftsforschung II. 
Semogenese/Palaosemiotik. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1981. ISBN 0-931922-06- 
2.Preis US$22.00. — Vol. 3. Wittfogel, Karl August: China und dle osteurasische 
Kavallerie-Revolution. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz 1978, 69 pp. ISBN 3-447- 
0194-7. Distributed by Eurolingua. Preis (broschiert) US$20.00. — Vol 4. Wilhelm 
PrOhle: Vergleichende Syntax der ural-altaischen (turanischen) Sprachen. 
Autograph-Ausgabe. Wiesbaden: Konunissionsverlag Otto Harrassowitz 1978, 229 pp. 
ISBN 3-447-0203-2. Distributed by Eurolingua. Preis (broschiert) US$66.00. — Vol.5. 
Global Linguistic Connections. Published on the Occasion of the World Commu- 
nication Year. Contributions by R. Anttila, Gy. Décsy, C. T. Hodge, J. R. Krueger, J. 
Lotz, A. Makkai, R. Ruhlen and Th. A. Sebeok. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1983. 0- 
931922-12-7. Price (Hard Cover) US$26.00. — Vol. 6:1. Statistical Report on the 
Languages of the World I. Languages of the Word in Decreasing Order of the Speaker 
Number with Phyletic and Geographic Identification. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 
1986, 136 pp. 0-931922-24-0. Price (Paper) US$26.00. Vol 6:2. Statistical Report 
on the Languages of the World II. Languages of the World Arranged According to 
Linguistic Phyla with Speaker Number Data. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1987,112 pp. 
0-931922-27-5. Price (Paper) US$26.00. Vol. 6:3. Statistical Report on the 
Languages of the World III. Languages of the World Arranged According to 
Continents and Countries. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1988, 224 pp. 0-931922-31-3. 
Price (Paper) US$26.00. Vol. 6:4. Statistical Report on the Languages of the 
World IV. Alphabetical Index of the Languages of the World Arranged Acciording to 
Continents. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1988, 200 pp. 0-931922-32-1. Price (Paper) 
US$26.00. Vol. 6:5. Statistical Report on the Languages of the World V. 
Cumulative Alphabetical Index of the Languages of the World. Bloomington, IN: 
Eurolingua 1988, 198 pp. 0-931922-35-6. Price (Paper) US$26.00.— Vol. 7. Roman 
Stopa: Die Schnalze/The Clicks. With an Introduction by Gyula Décsy. 
Bloomingt.on, IN: Eurolingua 1987, 213 pp. ISBN 0-931922-25-9. Price (Paper) 
US$26.00 — Vol.8. Gyula Décsy: A Select Catalog of Language Universals. 
Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1988, 142 pp. ISBN 0-931922-29-1. Price (Paper) 
US$26.00. — Vol 9. Gyula Décsy: The Uralic Prototanguage: A Comprehensive 
Reconstruction. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1990, 148 pp. ISBN 0-931922-38-0. 
Price (Paper) US$26.00.— Vol. 10. The Indo-European Prototanguage: A 
Comprehensive Reconstruction. Bloomington, IN: Eurolingua 1991, ca. 150 pp. 
ISBN 0-931922-38-0. Price (Paper) US$26.00. (Due January 1991). 


Further volumes in preparation. Orders should be sent to 
Eurolingua, P. O. Box 101, Bloomington IN 47402-0101, USA. 
No charge for shipping and handling on prepaid orders. 



